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ABSTRACT 

Thi s report examines s tate-by-s tate child support 
data to determine the impact of child support legislation over the 
last decade. In the text portion, the report compares data provided 
by the states in fiscal years 1983 and 1992. It finds that while 
states have made some improvements over the decade, performance in 
many critical areas has remained the same, improved only moderately, 
or even declined. The remainder of the report consists of two 
appendices, which provide background on the United States child 
support enforcement system and charts for each state and the District 
of Columbia that measure progress on eight key indicators of success 
for children. These indicators are: (1) caseload per worker; (2) 
administrative expenditure per case; (3) the number of absent parents 
located as a percentage of total caseload; (4) paternity performance; 
(5) percent of cases needing a support order in which a support order 
was established; .(6) percent of total caseload in which any 
collection was made; (7) average annual collection for cases with any 
collection; and (8) amount of child support collected for each 
administrative dollar spent. (MDM) 
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About CDF 



The Children Defense Fund (CDF) exists to provide a strong and effective voice for all the 
children of America who cannot vote, lobby, or speak for themselves. We pay particular 
attention to the needs of poor and minority children and those with disabilities. Our goal is to 
educate the nation about the needs of children and encourage preventive investment in children 
before they get sick, drop out of school, suffer family breakdown, or get into trouble. 

CDF is a unique organization. CDF focuses on programs and policies that affect large 
number of children, ratlier than on helping families on a case-by-case basis. Our staff includes 
spc ialists in health, education, child welfare, mental health, child development, adolescent 
pregnancy prevention, family income, and youth employment. CDF gathers data and disseminates 
information on key issues affecting children. We monitor the development and implementation 
of federal and state policies. We provide information, technical assistance, and support to a 
network of state and local child advocates, service providers, and public and pnvate sector 
officials and leaders. We pursue an annual legislative agenda in the U.S. Congress and m states 
where we have offices. CDF educates hundreds of thousands of citizens annually about children s 
needs and responsible options for meeting those needs. 

CDF is a national organization with roots in communities across America. Although our 
main office is in Washington. DC, we reach out to towns and cities across the country to monitor 
the effects of changes in national and state policies and to help people and organizations 
concerned v^th what happens to children. CDF maintains state offices m Minnesota, Ohio, and 
Texas and local project offices in Marlboro County (South Carolina), the Distnct of Columbia, 
Greater Cleveland, Greater Cincinnati, and New York City. CDF has developed cooperative 
projects with groups in many states. , , , ^ j 

The Black Community Crusade for Children (BCCC), developed by Black leaders and 
coordinated by CDF, is an initiative to mobilize the African American community behind a 
targeted effort to address the special problems facing Black children. The BCCC is part of 
CDF's overall work to ensure that m child is left behind and that all American childrei nave a 
Healthy Start, a Head Start, a Fair Start, and a Safe Start. 

CDF is a private nonprofit organization supported by foundations, corporate grants, and 

individual donations. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Across the country, millions of children - from every economic background -- 
are plagued by the failure of their parents to support them fully. While child support 
alone is not the cure for poverty, its absence can devastate the life of a child. 

Since 1975, federal law has provided federal matching dollars so states can 
operate child support enforcement agencies that help families on v^elfare and non- 
welfare families that ask for help. Major federal efforts in 1984 and 1988 sought to 
improve state child support performance. The upcoming federal welfare reform 
debate is likely to include new child support reform proposals. 

This CDF report looks at state-by-state child support data to examine the 
Impact of a decade of reform efforts. The report compares data reported by the 
states to the federal government in FY 1983 and FY 1992 and provides charts for 
each state to measure progress on key indicators of success for children. 

CDF's study shows that states have made some progress since 1983, most 
notably in improving paternity and in locating non-custodial parents. Some states 
have made remarkable improvements in these and other categories. Successful 
innovations provide models for national reform. 

However, progress is slow. Moreover, on the most basic of all measures - the 
percentage of cases served by state child support enforcement agencies that have 
any support collected - children were not significantly better off in 1992 than they 
were in 1983. At the current rate of progress, it will take over 180 years before each 
child served by a state child support agency can be guaranteed even a partial 
support collection. Ten generations of children will be born, reach the age of 
majority, and pass out of the child support enforcement system without our being able 
to guarantee each child that any child support was obtained on his or her behalf. 

The data tell a sobering story of a system struggling to cope with spiraling 
demand. Across the country, state child support agencies more than doubled their 
caseload from 1983 to 1992, with most of the increase coming from non-welfare 
families that asked for help. 

Although state and federal governments increased their child support 
investments during this time, the new resources barely kept pace with the exploding 
caseload. The inability of resources to do more than keep pace with demand is bad 
news, since good outcomes for children generally (though not always) correspond to 
what a state invests in its child support system. The system was resource-poor in 
1983, and remained resource-poor in 1992. Many state agencies just plain don't 
have the resources to serve children well. 
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Our chiid support system is failing to deliver on its most basic promise: that 
parental support should be a regular, reliable source of income for the family, helping 
put a roof over a child's head and food on the table. Indeed, we have fifty separate 
state child support systems. Some do better than others. Some do worse. None do 
the job well enough to make child support something a child can count on. 

In the long run we can make child support work better for children by 
federalizing collection of support, leaving establishment of paternity and the support 
obligation at the state level. We can establish child support assurance so that 
children do not suffer when parents fail to pay. More immediately, we can improve 
ways that the federal government helps states locate absent parents and collect 
support. We can improve state performance by making sure that each state has the 
staff and resources to do the job right and incorporates successful practices proven 
effective in other states. This system can be turned around. But fundamental reform 
is essential. 



CHILDREN WITHOUT SUPPORT 

The failure to pay child support is a problem in every state. Acoss the 
country, millions of children - from every economic background are plagued by the 
failure of their parents to fully support them. The failure to pay child support is not 
just a financial bone of contention between two parents. It is often an economic and 
emotional disaster for children. 

This report, which examines the federai-state system of enforcing child 
support, is intended to provide advocates and policy makers with a sense of how well 
~ or how poorly - the system is working to help children. 

Since 1975 federal law has provided federal matching dollars so that states 
can operate child support enforcement agencies that serve both children on welfare 
and non-welfare children whose parents ask for help. Two major federal efforts -- 
one in 1984 and another in 1988 -- have sought to improve the ability of state 
agencies to help children.^ 

What has a decade of efforts to reform child support achieved? How are 
states doing, both compared to where they were before these reforms, and compared 
to other states? What are the next steps? 

The answers are both encouraging and sobering. In some areas (such as 
locating non-custodial parents and increasing the numbers of paternities established), 
great strides have been made. Both federal requirements and state innovations have 
made a difference. However, the bottom line is that child support fails to reach 
millions of children. The vast majority of cases served by state child support 
enforcement agencies do not have any child support collected. Many do not even 
have paternity or a child support order established, so that no child support can be 
collected. Sign[ficant new reforms and resources are needed before child support 
can truly support children. 



^ For backgroun J on how the federal-state child support system works, and the 
1984 and 1988 child support reform efforts, see Appendix A. 
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THE NEED FOR CHILD SUPPORT 

Child support is an urgent public policy issue because it affects so many 
children. There has been a national sea change in families. In 1959, all but 9 
percent of children lived in two-parent families. By 1992, the situation had changed 
dramatically. One in every four children - 26 percent - lived in a family v^ith only 
one parent present in the home. 

Losing a parent from the home is often an economic disaster. Half of the 17.2 
million children living In single-parent families in 1992 were poor, compared with a 
poverty rate of 10.9 percent among children in two-parent families. 

Just because a parent is absent from the home does not mean that he or she 
should be absent from a child's life - either emotionally or economically. Parents 
have an obligation to support their children to the best of their ability to do so. Yet 
too often, parents who leave the home also leave behind their sense of financial 
responsibility. Only 58 percent of custodial mothers had a child support order in 
1990, according to the Census Bureau. Most custodial mothers without a child 
support order wanted one but couid not get it. Even families with a child support 
order are not guaranteed support. Of those due support in 1989, half (48 percent) 
received no support at all or less than the full amount due.^ 

A 1992 survey of 300 single parents in Georgia, Oregon, Ohio, and New York 
documents the real harm children suffer when child support is not paid: 

♦ During the first year after the parent left the home, more than half the 
families surveyed faced a serious housing crisis. Ten percent became 
homeless, while 48 percent moved in with friends or family to avoid 
homelessness. 



^Bureau of the Census, "Child Support and Alimony: 1989," Current Populati on 
Reports Series P-60 . The Census Bureau data, unlike that reported by the states to 
the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement, includes single-parent families that 
are not receiving support enforcement services from the state agencies (for example, 
parents who hire private attorneys to seek child support, parents who represent 
themselves, and parents who are not actively pursuing child support). Unless 
otherwise indicated, the measures used in this report are based on data reported by 
state child support agencies, rather than Census Bureau data. 
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♦ Over half the custodial parents reported their children went without 
regular health checkups, and over a third said their children had gone 
without medical care when they were sick. 
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♦ Nearly a third reported that their children went hungry at some point 
during that year, and over a third reported that their children lacked 
appropriate clothing, such as a winter coat.^ 

WHAT THE NUMBERS REVEAL 

To help assess where the child support system is today, this report examines 
both state investments in the effort to obtain child support and state performance for 
children (based on key outcomes such as paternities and support obligations 
established, absent parents located, and cases with child support collections). The 
number of cases served also is reported since extraordinary caseload growth over 
the last decade has further strained the ability of an already stressed system to 
produce good results. The report provides state-oy-state charts, based on data 
reported by state child support agencies to the federal Office of Child Support 
Enforcement." These charts compare state child support investinents and outcomes. 
Where possible, they compare how states were doing in FY 1983, the year before the 
first round of major federal child support reform, with how they were doing in FY 
1992, the most recent year for which 50-state data are available. 

The numbers reveal that the system is straining to cope with spiralling demand 
and scarce resources, While states have made some improvements, performance in 
many critical areas has remained the same, improved only moderately, or even 
declined. 

No one state can be held up as a national model. Even in the best states, 
child support enforcement services often fall far short of meeting children's needs. 
However, somj3_.states do consistently better than others in key areas. We have 
inducted them into our Child Support Hall of Fame. Special congratulations to 



^National Child Support Assurance Consortium, Childhood's End: What Hapoens 
to Children When Child Support Obligations Are Not Enforced . February 1993. 

*This state data is tabulated and published in an annual report to Congress by the 
Office of Child Support Enforcement, U. S. Department of Health and Human 
Services. For a more detailed description of the data, see Appendix B. 
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Washington State, which appeared in the top 10 states in the country in more key 
perfornriance indicators than any other state. Some states do consistently worse. 
They appear in our Child Support Hall of Shame. 

Being in the Hall of Fame is cause for congratulations, but not complacency. 
Even in Washington State, one of the nation's leaders, two out of three cases served 
by the state agency go without any support payment at all. In some of these cases 
there is not even a support order that will allow a child to collect support. 
Washington State establishes paternity in only two out of every three cases that need 
paternity established. And it establishes support obligations in only three out of four 
cases that need a support order. Even the best states have a long way to go 
before child support becomes a reliable part of a child's life. 
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HALL OF FAME 

DELAWARE 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MONTANA 
PENNSYLVANIA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
UTAH 
WASHINGTON 
WISCONSIN 



HALL OF SHAME 

ARIZONA 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
LOUISIANA 
MISSISSIPPI 
NEW MEXICO 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 




Note: The Hall of Fame lists states that appeared mom than once in the top 10 ranked states in the 
country for key performance indicators (cases with collections, paternities established, average amounts 
collected in cases with collections, support orders established). Washington State was the only state to 
appear in three top ten listings. The Hall of Shame lists states that appeared more than once in the 
bottom 10 ranked states for these indicators. We removed two states from the Hall of Shame because we 
gave them cradit pr scoring in the top 10 in at least one key indicator 

Five out of ten Hall of Famers also ranked in the top 10 states in the country in administrative 
expenditures per case. Five out of nine Hall of Shamers ranked In the bottom 10 states in administrative 
expenditures per case. 
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THE CASELOAD EXPLOSION A SYSTEM UNDER STRESS 

Any assessment of how states are doing nnust take into account a caseload 
explosion that is putting enormous demands on the system. State child support 
enforcement agencies more than doubled their caseload between 1983 and 1992, 
increasing from 7 million to 15.2 million. 

AFDC cases served by state child support enforcement agencies remained 
relatively constant. They increased by slightly less than a million cases from 1983 to 
1992, basically keeping pace with overall increases in the AFDC caseload. The non- 
welfare caseload almost quadrupled, however, skyrocketing from almost 1.7 
million in 1983 to almost 6.5 million in 1992. 

National Casek>ad Served by State Child 
Support Enforcement Agencies 

16.000.000 
14.000.000 
12.000.000 
10.000.000 

a.000.000 

8.000.000 
4.000.000 
2.000.000 
0 

TOTAL AFDC NOMFDC 

□ loea g 1902 
AHX: numb«fi «lao inciudt AFDC •nwrtonly cam 

The dramatic increase in non-AFDC cases is good news because it means that 
the system is beginning to serve more non-welfare families, many of whom are either 
poor or near-poor. For these families, child support alone may not be the magic 
answer that helps a child avoid poverty. However, when collections are made, they 
can make a significant difference in the life of that child, softening the harsh effects 
of poverty if not eliminating them. 

The increase in non-AFDC cases is also good news because it underscores 
the ability of federal legislative directives and incentives to make a difference, at least 



15.17^3^5 
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in some areas. From its inception, federal child support law has required states to 
serve non-welfare families. However, before 1984 many states did not take this 
requirement seriously. The 1984 Child Support Enforcenr..snt Amendments clarified 
that non-welfare families had an equal right to child support services and improved 
state incentives for serving these families. Though other factors also help explain the 
non-AFDC caseload boom ~ increased publicity about the availability of services and 
decisions by some states to provide services through the state child support agency 
to non-welfare families they were already serving through other systems (thereby 
enabling the state to claim federal matching funds for these families) - the 1984 
federal requirements and the provision of incentive payments to states for serving 
non-welfare families helped trigger a profound difference in state behavior. 

The dramatic caseload increases were also bad news, however, because 
new cases poured into a resource-poor system that at best was doing a 
mediocre job. State and federal governments spent significantly more total dollars 
on child support enforcement in 1992 than in 1983. However, far from enabling states 
to make real investments in improved services, these new resources barely kept pace 
with the exploding caseload. The system was resource-poor in 1983, and 
remained resource-poor in 1992. 

INVESTMENTS IN CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

CDF began its 50-state comparison of the data by looking at how much each 
state invests in the effort to collect child support. Measuring state investments is 
important because the bottom line in child support is that you get what you pay for. 
Good outcomes for children frequently (though not always) correspond to how much 
a state is investing in its system. 

Our study looked at two key measures of state investments in child support 
enforcement: the amount state agencies spent per case, and the caseload each full- 
time equivalent child support worker had to serve. The news is disheartening: from 
1983 to 1992, the investment in child support enforcement per case stagnated, 
while the caseload per worlter worsened. 



Expenditures per case. Average expenditures per case remained virtually 
unchanged from 1983 to 1992, inching up from a national average of $130 per case 
in 1983 (in 1992 dollars) to $132 per case in 1992.^ The failure to increase 
expenditures per case is bad news because an analysis of the data shows a 
significant relationship between how much states invest in enforcement per 
case and how many cases served by the state agency have at least some child 
support collected: 

♦ For example, in FY 1992, of the four states.with the highest 
expenditures per case, three of them led the country in percentage of 
cases with any collection. Conversely, the four states with the lowest 
expenditures per case had among the worst collections records. These 
states ranked 48th, 34th, 46th, and 43rd in the country in percentage of 
cases with any collection. 

♦ Similarly, five out of 10 states in CDF's Child Support Hall of Fame also 
ranked in the top 10 states in the country in administrative expenditures 
per case. Five out of nine Hall of Shamers ranked in the bottom 10 
states in expenditures per case. 

♦ Another study of the data has established a similar relationship between 
success in establishing paternity and investments in child support. This 
study found that "[paternity establishment performance appears to be 
positively associated with the investment of funds in the child support 
enforcement program. The rates of paternity establishment are higher 
in counties with higher child support enforcement program budgets 
relative to the number of divorces in the county. They are also higher 
when there are more child support staff relative to the size of the AFDC 
caseload."^ 

Worker caseloads. The number of cases a child support worker is assigned 
relates significantly to good outcomes for children. Generally, higher caseloads 
diminish the prospects for obtaining at least some collection for a child. Sadly, the 
average caseldad per full-time equivalent child support worker actually 
increased (or worsened) between 1983 and 1992. In some parts of the country. 



^/Ve found an extraordinary range in expenditures per case, with a low in 1992 of 
$34 in Indiana and a high of $334 in Montana. 

"Sonenstein, Holcornb, and Seefeldt, 'What Works Best in Improving Paternity 
Rates?," APWA Public Welfare . Fall 1993 at 33. 
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child support administrators report caseloads in excess of a thousand cases per 
worker. Even the most dedicated, efficient worker cannot do a good job under these 
circumstances. 

The relationship between state investment and performance is most strikingly 
illustrated by Montana, which went from worst to first in caseload size per worker and 
expenditures per case between 1983 and 1992. In 1983, Montana's performance 
was dismal: it was 50th in the country in paternities established by the state agency 
compared to out-of-wedlock births in the state; 46th in cases with any collection; and 
32nd in average dollars collected per case in cases with any collection. By 1992, its 
performance had improved strikingly: Montana went from 50th to 27th in paternities 
established; from 46th to 13th in percentage of cases with any collection; and from 
32nd to ninth in dollars collected per case. In 1992, Montana also ranked fourth in 
establishing support obligations for cases that needed an obligation established (a 
measure for which there is no comparable 1983 data).^ 

Caseload size and expenditures per case provide a benchmark for how poorly 
the nation has invested in children and child support to date, and a starting point for 
measuring the health of a state's child support system. A key part of the solution to 
poor child support performance has to be greater investment in the system. As 
discussed in greater detail later, increased investment should also mean "smarter" 
investment: 

♦ Using model practices that are proven successful in other states. These 
practices may have a profound impact on performance. 

♦ Using automation to free up staff time. Much of child support 
enforcement should work like routine bill collections, with computers 



^Montana is just one example of the correlation between caseload size and 
performance. Similarly, in 1992, of the 10 states with the smallest (or best) caseload 
per worker, all but two were above the national median in the percentage of cases 
with a collection. The top three states in percentage of cases with a collection were 
among the top 10 states with low worker caseloads. Of the 10 states with the biggest 
(or worst) caseload per worker, all but one were below the national median in 
percentage of cases with a collection. The states that ranked 43rd, 46th, 49th, and 
51st in percentage of cases with a collection were also among the 10 states with the 
highest caseload per worker. 
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automatically generating notices and routine paperwork when payments 
fall behind, freeing overburdened workers to focus on more complex 
cases. 

♦ Processing cases earlier to save costs later. The costliest method of 
enforcing support is not necessarily the best: obtaining a voluntary 
acknovWedgment of paternity when a child is born is far less costly - 
and far better for the child - than waiting many years and going through 
a prolonged contested process. As years go by, often good relations 
between parents break down and a putative father is may no longer be 
willing to shorten the process by voluntarily acknowleding paternity. 

♦ Avoiding duplication and achieving efficiency through centralization. As 
another study observes, maintaining the child support program in the 
same single state agency (rather than having it balkanized among a 
bewildering array of state and county actors, as is the case in some 
states), correlates with success, at least in the area of paternity 
establishment.^ 

OUTCOMES: HOW STATE AGENCIES PERFORM FOR CHILDREN 

Our study looked at key child support outcomes as well as at state 
investments. These outcomes underscore the inadequacies of the current system 
and the need for increased investments to improve performance for children. Our 
report uses available data to look at six basic measures of performance: 

♦ The percentage of cases served by the agency in which any collections 
were made. 

♦ Cases needing a support order in which a support order was obtained. 

♦ Cases in which paternity was established. 

♦ Cases in which an absent parent was located. 

♦ The average amount collected in cases in which a collection was made. 

♦ The "cost-effectiveness" of the state agency -- the amounl of child 
support collected compared to each dollar spent on child support 
enforcement. 



"Sonenstein, Holcomb, and Seefeldt at p. 33. 
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While other information -- such as how regularly children receive their support 
payments or how quickly the system responds -- would be useful, these six outcomes 
represent the best measure of state performance based on the available data. Taken 
together, they provide an initial tool for assessing the agency's overall effectiveness 
on behalf of children. 

Based on these criteria, states have made some progress since 1983, 
particularly in improving paternity establishment and in locating non-custodial 
parents. In cases with collections, dollar amounts collected improved very modestly. 
States have become moderately more "cost-effective," collecting more dollars 
compared with each dollar they spend on enforcement. There are significant 
variations among states on all measures, suggesting that there is clearly potential for 
states to improve their performance. 

However, progress is slow. Even the best states often fall far short of 
desirable performance. Moreover, on the most basic of all measures - the 
percentage of cases that have at least some child support collected - children 
are not significantly better off In 1992 than they were in 1983. The vast majority 
of children served by state child support enforcement agencies not only do not have 
full collections made on their behalf, but fail to have any collection made at all. 

Cases with any collections. Probably the best indicator of a state's 
performance is the percent of cases served by the state agency in which any 
collection is made.^ The system has made little significant progress. In 1983, 
states made some collections in 14.7 percent of their cases. By 1992, 
collections had edged up to 18.7 percent of the caseload. Some states did far 



'Because this number includes cases in which paternity has not been established, 
or there is notyet a child support order, it includes cases in which collections cannot 
be made. However, because state agencies are responsible for establishing 
paternity and obtaining orders in cases that need them, looking at the percentage of 
cases with any collections is a fair way of measuring overall system performance. If 
few cases have collections because the agency has not done the most basic work to 
establish paternity or obligations to pay, then the system is failing. The percentage of 
cases with any collections in some ways understates system problems, since it 
counts cases in which even the most token payment was made at some point during 
the year, rather than cases with full or significant ongoing collections. 
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better than others: Vermont, the top-ranked state, made some cDllection in 40.3 
percent of its cases, compared with only 8.6 percent in Rhode Island. 

States were far more successful in making at least some collection on behalf 
of non-welfare clients than they were in collecting on behalf of welfare clients: 
nationally, in 1992 states made some collection in 27.1 percent of non-welfare cases, 
compared with 12.3 percent of welfare cases.^° 

The failure to make more progress in cases with any collections is deeply 
troubling, since it underscores the failure of our current system to reach most 
children: only a small minority of children currently served by state child support 
agencies have any hope of obtaining even partial child support. 

Indeed, at the current rate of improvement, it will take over 180 years 
before the child support enforcement system can make even a partial child 
support collection for each child it serves. Ten generations of children will be 
born, reach the age of majority, and leave the child support system without our being 
able to guarantee that we will make at least some collection on their behalf. There is 
no predicting how many generations of children it will take before we can guarantee 
to each child that we will collect the full amount he or she should receive from the 
non-custodial parent. 



Nirtional % of CatM San«d by Stet* Child Support 
Enforoamwit AganoiM in wMoh any Colaotion WW Mada 



FY 1883 



FY 1992 



NoCoDHlkMi 




•1 9% 




'SomtCoMlon 

14 7% 



^°These numbers changed little from 1983, when 30 percent of non-welfare cases 
had some collection, compared with 10.2 percent of welfare cases. 
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Collections per case. The relatively small number of cases with collections is 
particularly unfortunate because when child support is collected by a state agency, It 
can make a remarkable difference in a family's economic well-being. In 1992, in 
cases in which there was child support collected by a state agency, the average 
amount collected nationally was $2,81 1 . Collections averaged $3,258 for non-AFDC 
cases and $2,695 in AFDC cases. 

The average annual amount collected per case improved modestly from 1983 
to 1992. The average amount collected (in cases in which there was at least some 
collection) increased from $2,595 in 1983 to $2,811 in 1992 (in constant 1992 
dollars). 

Cases with paternity established. Measuring whether paternity Is 
established is important because when a child is born outside of wedlock, paternity 
must be legally established before the child can obtain a support order. Since more 
than one out of every four children is now born out of wedlock, a state's success in 
obtaining paternity is key to its overall performance. Federal child support 
enforcement reforms in 1984 and 1988 increased expectations that states pursue 
paternity. States responded with significant improvements. In 1983, the median 
state child support enforcement agency established 21.5 paternities for every 100 
out-of-wedlock births in the state. By 1992, the median state agency established 
43.6 paternities for every 100 out-of-wedlock births ~ more than double than 1983 
rate.'' 

State innovations spurred much of this improved performance. For example, 
Virginia and Washington State, both poor paternity performers in 1983, pioneered use 
of hospital-based voluntary paternity acknowledgment projects. Virginia improved 
from 38th in 1983 to eighth in 1992, and Washington improved from 35th to 13th. 
Virginia administrators told us that they established more paternities in the first two 
years of their hospital-based project, than they ^ d in the previous 15 years 



''In 1983, states did not have data that compared paternities established by the 
state agency to the number of cases served by the agency that needed paternity 
established. By 1992, states had developed this data, which is reported in the state 
charts. 
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combined. The federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 requires all states 
to begin hospital-based efforts to obtain voluntary acknowledgments. 

Pater-^ity establishment still remains far from adequate: in 1992 the median 
state agency established paternity in only 47 percent of cases needing the service. 
However, the substantial improvement between 1983 and 1992 indicates that federal 
reforms and state model practices can be effective. 

Support orders established. The obligation to pay support generally begins 
with establishment of a support order (voluntarily by agreement, or by order of an 
administrative or judicial decisionmaker). States have had only modest success in 
establishing support orders: in 1992 the median state established support in only 
34.3 percent of the cases -- about one in three - that needed a support obligation 
established.^^ Moreover, comparing numbers of support obligations established 
nationally to total national caseload, the percent of support obligations established 
actually declined from 1983 to 1992. 

Absent parents located. In many cases, the process of establishing paternity 
or collecting support cannot begin because the absent parent cannot be located. 
State agencies are responsible for locating noncustodial parents in such 
circumstances. States significantly improved their track record in locating non- 
custodial parents: the number of absent parents located (as a percentage of 
total caseload) more than doubled from 1983 to 1992.^^ 

State innovations help explain some of this improvement. As state child 
support systems become more automated the names of missing parents can be 
matched automatically with other state data bases such as the motor vehicle or wage 
reporting systems. These automated efforts provide relatively low-cost ways of 
locating absent parents (although keeping the data current is difficult because of 
reporting delays). 



^^There is no comparable data for 1983. 

^'In 1983 the number of absent parents located nationally as a percentage of the 
child support enforcement agencies' caseload was 11 percent. In 1992 it was 24.7 
percent. 
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Washington State has improved its locate record dramatically (from 20th 
nationally in 1983 to third in 1992) and helped solve ihe problem of stale information 
with a novel approach: it has created a central registry of child support orders, 
against v^hich it matches information promptly reported by employers about newly 
hired employees. This approach means not only that the state does a better job 
locating noncustodial parents, but also that its information about where a noncustodial 
parent works is fresh and can produce better, prompter collections for children. 

Cost-effectiveness. A final measurement of state performance is the number 
of dollars collected by the state agency for each dollar spent by it on child support 
enforcement. Because this measures only dollars collected, it does not give states 
credit for other important child support accomplishments (for example, tackling the 
tougher cases that are less likely to yield high collections, or pursuing medical 
support that results in health coverage for children but not dollars collected in child 
support). However, it does give some indication of how a state agency is performing. 
Nationally, states Improved their "cost-effectiveness": in 1983 they collected 
$2.93 in child support for each dollar spent on enforcement, while in 1992 they 
collected $3.97. 

AFTER THE NUMBERS: 
WHAT ARE THE NEXT STEPS? 

The child support numbers paint a picture of a system that has made some 
heartening steps forward. At the same time, it fails to deliver on its central promise: 
to make child support a regular, reliable source of support for children in single-parent 
families. Fundamental refomri is necessary to make child support deliver on this 
promise. To provide children with a stable economic base, child support changes 
should be combined with other reforms ~ broader health coverage and child care 
assistance, improved tax assistance for low-income parents, a minimum wage that 
allows parents to earn a family wage, and a reformed welfare system. 

We believe that child support reform must include child support 
assurance, combined with aggressive, improved enforcement of support. Child 
support assurance protects children in single-parent families by ensuring that they 
receive a minimum level of support from their noncustodial parent. If the parent 
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cannot provide that support, or fails to do so, government provides a minimum 
assured benefit, and pursues the noncustodial parent for reimbursement,^* 
Enforcement should be centralized in a federal agency such as the Internal Revenue 
Service, freeing up state resources to establish paternity and child support 
obl'/gations, 

If these measures are not feasible in the short term, immediate improvements 
must be made in the current system. At a minimum, there should be child support 
assurance demonstration programs of significant scope that establish the success of 
the approach. 

Reforms should be made in the federal-state enforcement system that 
strengthen federal assistance in collecting support, correct state resource shortages 
and build on successful models. Key areas needing improvement include; more 
effective enforcement that incorporates successful state practices; better outreach; 
strengthened paternity establishment; uniform national guidelines for setting the level 
of the child support obligation and updating the level regularly; expedited processes 
to establish paternity and child support obligations and to enforce support; and 
provision of adequate resources, training, and auditing procedures to make the 
system work.^^ 



^*For a fulifeT" discussion of child support assurance, see Quiroz and Ebb, Child 
Support Assurance: Making Child Support Work for Children . Children's Defense 
Fund. 

^^For a detailed description of these reforms, write to T'Wana Lucas, CDF, and 
request A Vision of Child Support Reform , a blueprint of child support reform 
prepared by CDF and other national advocacy groups. For a description of 
improvements that can be made on the state and local level, request Child Support 
Reform: A State Checklist for Change . More detailed descriptions of selected model 
programs are also available from CDF. 
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APPENDIX A 



BACKGROUND: U.S. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT SYSTEM 

Child support can be established and enforced privately -- through a lawyer 
hired and paid for by an individual parent, or by a parent appearing on his or her own 
behalf without an attorney. It also can be done with the help of a state child support 
enforcement agency. Since 1975, federal law has required that as a condition of a 
state receiving federal welfare funds for the Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
program, they also provide child support enforcement services. 

States must provide these services to families on welfare, and to non-welfare 
families that request services. They must provide a range of services, including 
establishing paternity and a child support order if necessary (including an order that 
the noncustodial parent provide health coverage for the child if it is available at 
reasonable cost), locating absent parents, and collecting support and enforcing the 
support obligation if payments are not made. The costs of these services are paid for 
by federal and state governments, with the federal government covering 66 percent of 
all administrative costs. ^® Non-welfare families must pay an application fee, and can 
be required by states to pay fees and costs associated with services. 

Since the program was established by Title IV-D of the Social Security Act in 
1975, there have been a number of federal changes to the program - most notably, 
the Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984 and the Family Support Act of 
1988. 

The Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984, P. L. 98-378, made a 
number of important changes, including the following: 

♦ It mandated that states adopt improved enforcement mechanisms ~ 
most notably, withholding of wages from the absent parent when child 
support payments are in arrears, and the interception of federal and 
state income tax refunds for back child support. 

♦ It signalled Congress' increasing concern with failure to establish 
paternity for children born out of wedlock by expanding the period in 
which paternity can be established to at least age 18. 



^®ln addition to federal matching funds for administrative costs (which include 
most of the costs of operating the child support system), the federal government also 
provides states with "incentive payments" that vary according to how cost-effective 
the states' programs have been. Some child support functions ~ such as the cost of 
setting up an automated system and laboratory costs associated with paternity 
establishment - are reimbursed at a more favorable federal matching rate. 
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♦ It underscored Congress' intent that states serve non-welfare families 
that request child support services as well as welfare families - a 
requirement that had always been in the law, but was often disregarded. 

The Family Support Act of 1988, P. L. 100-485, made another round of 

significant child support reforms, which included: 

♦ Increased emphasis on paternity establishment, including a requirement 
that state child support agencies meet federal paternity establishment 
performance standards that took effect October 1991, and that increase 
gradually over time. 

♦ Improved mechanisms for establishing the support amount and 
providing for prompt collection. These included provisions for immediate 
income withholding in most cases -as soon as the obligation is 
established (without waiting for payments to fall behind), and a 
requirement that state decisionmakers follow guidelines in all but the 
most unusual cases for setting the proper amount of support. The Act 
also required states to review and periodically update certain child 
support orders to make sure that they did not become inadequate and 
outdated over time. 

♦ The Act also took steps to ensure that services to families were 
provided more speedily and efficiently. These included requiring the 
Secretary of HHS to establish timelines for how quickly individual cases 
should be processed, and a requirement that all states have automated 
tracking and monitoring systems in effect by October 1, 1995. 



APPENDIX B 
STATISTICS USED IN STATE CHARTS 



The data used to prepare the state-by-state charts in this report come from 
numbe™ed"y staLf ,id -PPO. en™ ^HS^ulttr 
Department of H-"^ a"d H^a^^^ HHS reports 

rco^rr ^L^rfFv"^^^^^^^^^ calculations and state rankings are 

by CDF. 

Numbers are reported by the state child support agencies themselves and 

available for judging performance by state agencies. 
Specific measures were derived as follows: 

ro«oioad ner worker CDF compared state data on average total child 
" support enfor^^^^^^^^ (AFDC. non-AFDC. and AFDC/Foster 

Carrarrearonly) with the number of full-time equivalent workers. 

♦ Administrative expenditure per case. CDF compared state data on 
rotaTadministrative expenditures with the state's average total child 
support enforcement caseload. 

♦ Number of absent parents located as a percentage of total 
casXd We compared the total number of absent parents located 
Xhe average total child support enforcement caseload^ However 
Sause the percentage is computed based on the tofa/ child support 
Sciment caseload it includes cases that do not need parent-locate 
^^rSSs bewuse the agency already knows where the absent paren is. 
tTt^Terefo^ n^^^ a deMve measure of how well the state s doing to 
ocate alfpa^nts for which it does not have enough information to take 
locaie a" u^wsver orovide a useful basis for comparison and 
rrn1;^"veLXl:::eS ye^^^^ The Parent-locate a.a .^^^^ whe. 

he lack of state uniformity in reporting is notable. Sorne states 
aoDS report each information "hit" on a noncustodial parent as a 
Sparlte locate, while others only report one successful locate for each 
parent. 
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Paternity performance. Our charts contain two separate categories for 
paternity performance. The first chart, which allows comparisons 
between FY 1983 and FY 1992, compares total paternities established 
with state-by-state data on total number of out-of-wedlock births 
(including births to mothers who are not clients of the state child support 
enforcement agency). For FY 1992, we have used out-of-wedlock birth 
data for 1991, the closest year for which 50-state published data are 
available. We have made this comparison because no information is 
available for FY 1983 on number of cases within the child support 
agency's caseload that needed paternity services and because it is the 
fairest way to measure changes over time. The Family Support Act of 
1988 required states to meet a paternity standard that necessitated 
reporting of better data about how many paternities were established 
compared to the number of children within the agency's caseload who 
were born out of wedlock and who needed paternity established. We 
have included this number for FY 1992, since it gives the fairest basis 
forjudging the state's current performance. The FY 1992 paternity 
performance number does not involve a CDF calculation and is based 
on HHS' report of state paternity standards. 

Percent of cases needing a support order in which a support order 
was established. For FY 1992, CDF compared the number of total 
support obligations established during the year with the average total 
number of cases requiring a support order be established. There is no 
comparable FY 1983 data because at that time states did not report the 
number of cases requiring a support order. 

Percent of total caseload in which any collection was made. This 
percentage represents the average number of child support enforcement 
agency cases in which a collection was made on an obligation 
compared to the average annual child support caseload (which includes 
cases without child support orders as well as cases with child support 
orders). States record cases as having a collection even if only a partial 
(and very modest) payment was made. 

Average annual collection for cases with any collection. This 
category compares total amounts "distributed" by a state child support 
enforcement agency with the average number of child support 
enforcement cases in which a collection was made on an obligation. 

Amount of child support collected for each administrative dollar 
spent. This category does not involve CDF calculations and is based 
on HHS' report of total child support collected per dollar of 
administrative cost. 
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2.000,000 



1.500,000 



1,000,000 



1,513,632 



1,006,75; 



500,000 - 





999,164 



680,103 




514,468 




mm 



TOTAL 



AFDC 



NON-AFDC 



1983 



1992 



P»re«nt (ncr««M In (V-0 ct**: 1M3 to 1»92: 
ToMi AFDC 



;tatH 



lERLC 



40 



* Nctionil numtert •xciud« Guam. Virgin liUindi and Puerto Rico. 



COLORADO 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 1 


MEASURE 


Suite S Ndtional KanK 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


1 Caseload Per Worker 


43 


32 


jAdministrative Expenditure Per Case 


37 


30 1 



c 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT E^ 


lUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 
1 

NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


SFOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


NafI Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# or absent 
oarents locaied 
as a *« ot 
'otai caseload 


16.1 


21.7 




J 

w 


18 


24 


of cases >n 
which agency 
established 
pate''n!r/ 


13.0 


32.6 




✓ 


40 


38 


FY 1992 
pate*"ittv 
perrormance 




41 

NafI Rate: 48% 








31 


% or FY 1992 
cases needing 
supoori Order 
where order was 
established 




27.0 








26 


% of total 
caseload tn 
which any 
coHeaion made 


6.2 


14.0 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


39 


43 


Avg. annual 
colleaion for 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


'-$3,112 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,662 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


n 


24 


1 Amt. of child 
B support colleaed 
S for each ?dmin. 
I dollar spent 


2.15 

Nai'l Rate: 2.93 


2.70 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


29 


42 



See Appendix for description of how sUtlstical nneasures were derived. 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



Caseload Served by Colorado Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



200,000 



150,000 



155.175 



100,000 



50,000 



124,466 - 





Pwtant IncrtM* in IV-0 cmm, 1*1) to 1*92: 

Toul AFDC Non-AFOC 

If I 



TOTAL 



42 



102,156 



97,401 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



57,774 




NON-AFDC 



• National numbtra axclud* Guam, Virgin lalanda and Putrto Rico. 



'ERIC 



CONNECTICUT 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 





state's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 8 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


5 


25 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


5 


11 



C 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT E^ 


lUTCOMES; 
iFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


t 

NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


SFOR 




Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# or absent 
parents located 
ds a % of 
total caseload 


5.8 


14.8 


✓ 




41 


36 


1 % ot cases m 
1 which agencv 
1 established 
paternity 


55.3 


45.6 




✓ 


3 


20 


FY 1992 
paternjtY 
performance 




55 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








16 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




74.0 








6 




% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


35.7 

NafI Rate: H.7% 


19.6 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


1 


27 




Avg. annual 
collectjon for 
cases w/any 
collection 


^-$2,580 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


. $2,892 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




21 


19 




Amt. of child 
1 support collected 
1 for each admm. 
B dollar spent 


3.30 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


2.97 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


12 


34 





See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



43 



Caseload Served by Connecticut Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



200,000 



150,000 



100,000 



50,000 



148,468 




TOTAL 



106,057 



46,900 ^^00 




AFDC 



42,41 1 



13,011 





NON-AFDC 



I 



it Incrtttt in IV-0 cattt. 1«83 to 1992: 

TotJl AFDC Non-AFDC 



cticut 
$t«ttt 



Er|c 



44 



1983 



1992 



* National numb«rt txclud« Guam, Virgin Itlands and Puerto Rico. 



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


iPPORT 


McASURc 


dXal6 9 nalional rvallW 

FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


37 


42 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


20 


40 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

\ 


lUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# or absent 
parents located 
as a \ oi 
total caseload 


1.7 


14.3 


/ 




51 


37 


''o of cases m 
which agency 
established 
paiernitv 


15.6 


35.8 


/ 




36 


31 


FY 1992 • 

paternity 

pertormance 




4 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








47 


% of FY 1992 
1 cases needing 
1 support order 
1 where order was 
1 established 




8.5 








44 


% of total 
caseload m 
which any 
collection made 


3.9 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


1 1.3 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




50 


47 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


--$2,497 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,357 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


23 


33 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


0.71 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


2.33 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




51 


47 



See Appendix for description of how sUtistical measures were derived. 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



Caseload Served by Dist. of Col. Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



80,000 



60,000 



40,000 



20,000 



74,1 84 




51 ,481 




TOTAL 



Ptrc«nt lncr«M« in iV-0 cmm. 1tl3 to 1N2: 

Totil AFDC NonW^FDC 



ERIC 



♦44% '29% ♦1t47% 
♦202% ♦1&0% 4344% 



46 



49,242 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



39,114 



2,239 




NON-AFDC 



' National numbart axciuda Guam, Virgin laianda and Puarto Rico. 



DELAWARE 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 



MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


10 


8 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


8 


10 



OUTCOMES: 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY PERFORMS FOR 

CHILDREN 



Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat 1 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# 01 absent 
parents located 
as a % Of 
total caseload 


1 1 .2 


8.0 




/ 


26 


47 


% of cases m 

established 
paternitv 


54.8 


44.2 




/ 


4 


22 


FY 1992 
paterntrv 
pertormance 




73 

NafI Rate: 4«% 








4 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




N/A 








N/A 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


27.5 

Naf 1 Rate: 14.7% 


27.1 

NafI Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


4 


10 


Avg. annual 
colleaioo for 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


--$1,945 

NafI Rate: 2,595 


$2,213 

NafI Rate: 2,811 


/ 




40 


38 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin. 

dollar spent 


2.45 

NafI Rate: 2.93 


2.88 

NafI Rate: 3.99 




/ 


23 


39 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 



Caseload Served by Delaware Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



50,000 



40,000 



30,000 



20,000 



10,000 



43,303 




TOTAL 



•rc«nt Incrtati In IV-0 cm; 1»83 to U92: 

ToUl AFDC Non-AFDC 



17,550 



9,217--^^a 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



25,753 




NON-AFDC 



ERIC 



• National numbtm txcludt Guam, Virgin Itlandt and Putrto Rico. 



FLORIDA 



1 INVESTMENTS: 

1 WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPrURT 


MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


state's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


13 


43 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


41 


39 



C 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Er 


OUTCOMES 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


NT AGENCY 


PERFORW 


S FOR 1 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'i Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 1 
Rank 
FY 1992 


parents located 
total caseload 


1 / .J 






/ 


13 


• 50 


% of cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


28.6 


25.1 




/ 


19 


45 


1 FY 1992 . 
paternity 
pertormance 




N/A 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








N/A 


% or FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




N/A 








N/A 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
colleaion made 


6.3 

NafI Rxt: 14.71. 


16.9 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




38 




Avg. annual 
colleaiori for 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


^-$1,353 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,112 

Nat'l Rate: 2,61 1 


/ 




48 


40 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


1.21 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


3.03 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




47 


32 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



Caseload Served by Florida Child Support 
Enforcement Agency 



800.000 



600,000 



400,000 



705,395 



200,000 - 



313,750 .-S^^;^?:;' 





431,590 




TOTAL 



AFDC 



273,805 



14,154 




NON-AFDC 



1983 



1992 



c«nt Incrcwc in IV*0 c«M». 1M3 to 1992: 

Totil AFDC Non-AFDC 



National numbers •xciudt Guim, Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico. 



GEORGIA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 


MEASURE 


QiaiG s naiionai rvariK 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


47 


44 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


47 


45 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

i 


UTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


MT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 




Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


NafI Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 




¥ or absent 
parents located 
as a *'o of 
total caseload 


5.7 


29.2 


J 

w 




42 


15 


% of cases >n 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


28.1 


79.2 


/ 




20 


4 


E FY 1992 
1 paternity 
performance 




41 

Nat'l Rate: 4«% 








31 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




37.8 








21 




% oi total 
caseload In 
which any 
colleaion made 


6.0 

NafI Rate: H.7% 


16.8 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




41 


38 


Avg. annual 
colleaion ior 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


^-$1,589 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,443 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




45 


31 




Amt. oi child 
support colleaed 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


1.64 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


4.26 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




42 


13 





See Apper>dix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



51 



Caseload Served by Georgia Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 

500,000 I 



400,000 



423,911 



300,000 



200,000 



197,915 



100,000 




r^mM 



244,014 




TOTAL 



AFDC 



179,897 




NON-AFDC 



1983 



1992 



•fc«nt IncrtiM in IV-0 c««m, 1»I3 to 1M2: 
Total AFDC 



Non-AFOC 



^1 ''J 



* Natlon«l number* •xcluds Guam, Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico. 



HAWAII 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 



MEASURE 


SUte's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


8 


16 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


11 


27 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

{ 


lUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 
1 

NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


t or ao^eni 
parems located 
as a ot 
loial ca<>e'oad 


22.9 


9.8 




/ 


7 


44 1 


\ ot cases 'H 
Which ageno 
established 

D^ie'^nirv 


31.5 


27.3 




/ 


17 


43 


1 FY 1992 

1 paiemitv 
1 perr'ormance 




32 

Nat'l Rate: 








40 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




6.2 








46 


% of total 
H caseload m 
■ which any 

colleaioo made 


11.5 

NafI Rate: 14 7X 


32.5 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




30 


4 


Avg. annual 
colleaion for 
cases w/any 
collcaion 


^ -$4,695 

Nat'l Rate: 2.595 


$1,724 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


2 


46 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.72 

Nafi Rate- 2.93 


3.94 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


15 


16 



See Appendix for description of how sutlstical measures were derived. 
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I 
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I 

I 
I 
I 
i 

I 

I 
1 
I 
I 



Caseload Served by E iawaii Child Support 
Enforcement Agency 



70,000 



60.000 



50,000 



40,000 



30,000 



20,000 



10,000 



0 



61,387 



26,370 ^ 




TOTAL 



20,137 




AFDC 




1983 



1992 



•ream incraaM in IV-0 caaat, 1113 to 1192: 

ToUl AFDC Non-AFDC 



6,233 



46,862 



5.-. >.-■:. 



NON-AFDC 



Id 

ERIC 



54 



* National numbtra axcluda Guam, Virgin lalanda and Putrto Rico. 



IDAHO 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 





^tflfo'Q National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


30 


20 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


25 


19 



C 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT 


OUTCOMES: 
5FORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 

NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


SFOR 




Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# or absent 
parents located 
as a \ Of 
total caseload 


2.6 


22.0 


✓ 




49 


23 


i ^0 of cases 'n 
whiCh agency 
established 
paternttv 


4.B 


58.9 


/ 




46 


10 


FY 1992 * 

paternity 

perrormance 




37 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








39 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where orcter was 
established 




43.9 








16 




% of total 
caseload m 
which any 
collection made 


6.2 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


29.2 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




39 


7 




Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


'-$4,326 

Nat'l Rite: 2,595 


$2,001 

Nat'l Rate: 2,81 1 




/ 


4 


41 




Amt. of child 
si:^roft collected 
for fiZA admin, 
doliar spent 


2.19 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


3.62 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




27 


21 





See Appendix for desaiptioo of how sUtistical measures were derived. 
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I 
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I 
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I 
I 
I 
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I 

1 

r; 



Caseload Served by Idaho Child Support 
Enforcement Agency 



60,000 



50,000 



40,000 



30,000 



20,000 



10,000 



47.749 



J ^^^^ 



24,773 




TOTAL 



PtfCtnt IncfMM In IV^ C«M«. 1IS3 to 1S92: 

ToUJ AFOC Noo-AFDC 



25,185 



22,200 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



22,564 



2,573 



NON-AFDC 



£RIC 



[) B * National numbers exclude Guam, Virgin Islandt and Puerto Rico. 



ILLINOIS 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


JPPORT 


MEASURE 


stflto s National KariK 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


35 


46 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


39 


46 



1 ° 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 


lUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 

k 

NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 1 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# 01 absent 
parents located 
as a or 
total caseload 


6.9 


9.3 




/ 


38 


45 


\ ot cases m 
which agencv 
established 
paternitv 


17.1 


29.9 




/ 


34 


42 


FY 1992 
paternttv 
perrormance 




38 

Nat'l Rate; 48% 








37 


% of FY 1 992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




6.7 








45 


% of total 
caseload m 
which any 
collection made 


7.7 

Nat'l Rate; U.7H 


9.2 

Nat'l Rate; 18.7% 




/ 


37 


49 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


' -$2,052 

Nat'l Rate; 2,595 


$3,026 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




36 


16 


Amt. of child 
support colleaed 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


1.96 

Nat'l Rate; 2.93 


2.90 

Nat'l Rate; 3.99 




/ 


36 


37 



See Appendix for desaiption of how statistical measures were derived. 
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Caseload Served by Illinois Child Support 
Enforcement Agency 

800,000 I 




Ptrc«n) incrtM* in IV-D cams. 1193 to 1992: 
Totil AFOC 

Un?tn2 Stat«« 



Non-AFDC 



• National numbtrs txclud« Guam, Virgin Islands and Putrto Rico. 



INDIANA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


JPPORT 


Bic A CI mc 
McASUKc 


SldlO s N«iionai r\ani\ 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


48 


51 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


49 


51 



c 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT E^ 


OUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


I 

R 

NT AGENCY 


' PERFORM 


S FOP j 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


ft or absent 
parents located 
as a ""'o of 
total caseload 


7.3 


2.3 




/ 


36 


■ 51 


\ of cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


20.7 


23.2 




/ 


27 


47 


FY 1992 • 

paternity 

performance 




53 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








20 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




N/A 








N/A 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


12.3 

Nat'l Rate: 14.7% 


14.0 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


26 


43 


Avg. annual 

collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


'-$1,375 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$1,602 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


47 


50 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


3.07 

NafI Rate: 2.93 


6.56 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




13 


4 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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I 



Caseload Served by Indiana Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



600,000 



500,000 



400,000 



300,000 



200,000 



100,000 



557,077 





TOTAL 



P«rc«nt incr«M« in IV-0 cmm. 1M3 to 1H2: 

ToUl AFDC Non-AFDC 



Indima 



♦221% ♦129% ^1408% 
♦202% ♦1M% ♦M4% 



368.749 



160.799 "llis^ 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



1 88,328 



12,489 




NON-AFDC 



ERIC 



* National numb«rs exclude Guam, Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico. 



IOWA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 



MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


42 


35 


1 Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


30 


32 



1 ° 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

{ 


fUTCONIES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


■ 

Ml AGcNlwY 




O rv/rv 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
rY lyoo 


Nat'l 

lAallK 

FY 1992 


4 ot absent 
parents located 
as a % ot 
total caseload 


31 .y 






/ 


3 


5 


ot cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


17.8 


51.0 


/ 




33 


14 


FY 1992 
paternity 
pert'ormance 




55 

Nat'l Rate: 487o 








16 


% of Pf 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




38.2 








20 


% of total 
caseload m 
which any 
collection made 


19.2 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


22.7 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


UNCHANGED 


UNCHANGED 


18 


18 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


' -$2,869 

Nat'l Rate: 2,393 


$3,343 

Nat'l Rate: 2,81 1 


/ 




14 


7 


Amt. of child 
Support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


4.92 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


5.79 

Nat'l Ute: 3.99 


UNCHANGED 


UNCHANGED 


5 


5 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1er|c 



Caseload Served by Iowa Child Support 
Enforcement Agency 



140,000 



120,000 



100,000 



80,000 



60,000 



40,000 



20,000 



0 



126,321 




TOTAL 



p«rc«nt inCf«iM In IV-O ciMi. 19*3 to 1992: 

Tot*l AFDC NCW1-AFDC 



Urut* 



Inittd SUtf 



63,936 



60,351 




AFDC 



1983 ^ 1992 



62 



65,970 



^^^^ 



1 0,664 




NON-AFDC 



KANSAS 



1 INVESTMENTS: 

1 WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


JPPORT 


I MET A CI IDC 

1 McAoUKc 


Qf^fA^c National Ronlr 

FY 1983 


State's Nadonal Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


45 


11 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


43 


20 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

< 


lUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# 01 absent 
parents located 
as a \ ot 
total caseload 


7.6 


70.8 


/ 




34 


6 


% ot cases m 
which agency 
established 
paiernttv 


13.0 


36.6 


/ 




40 


30 


FY 1992 
pa^err.itY 
pertormance 


i 


47 

Nat'l Rate- 4«% 








24 1 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
1 support order 
1 where order was 
1 esiabi>s)^ed 




16.3 










1 % of tocal 
1 caseload 'n 
1 whjch any 
g colleaion made 


5.3 

Njfl Rate; 14.7% 


25.1 

Nat'l Rate; 18.7% 


/ 




44 


11 


Avg. annual 

colleaion fof 
cases w/any 
collection 


* -$2,472 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,321 

Nat'l Rate; 2,811 




/ 


25 


34 


Amt. of child 
■ support collected 
I for each admm, 
1 dollar spent 


1.90 

Nat'l Rate 2.93 


3.73 

Nat'l Rate: 3 99 


/ 




37 


20 -j 



See Appendix for description of how sUtistical measures were derived. 
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i 
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I 



Caseload Served by Kansas Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



140.000 



120.000 



100,000 - 



80,000 - 



60,000 - 



40,000 - 



20,000 



113,332 



107,616 



TOTAL 



M f»«re«nt incrMM «n IV-O €••••, 1«83 to 19S2- 

^ ToUl AFDC Non-AFDC 



ERIC 



64 



103.776 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



59,573 


53,759 


























3.840 





NON-AFDC 



• National number* txcludt Guam, Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico. 



KENTUCKY 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 




MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


44 


17 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


44 


33 



C 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT E^ 

■ i 


OUTCOMES: 
JFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 

K 

NT AGENCV 


PERFORW 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


parents located 
as d % ot 
tctd' caseload 


H.J 


1 J .D 


/ 




44 


38 1 

-H 


*'o ot cases tn 
which agencv 
established 
B paternity 


33.1 


57.6 


/ 




15 




1 FY 1992 
1 paternity 
8 performance 




42 

Nat'l Rate; 48% 








29 1 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
g established 




34.3 








23 


i % of total 
1 caseload in 
g which any 
Q colleaion made 


4.9 

NafI Rate; U.7K, 


16.7 

Nat'l Rate; 10.7% 


/ 




48 


39 


1 Avg. annual 
B colleaion for 
1 cases w/any 
H colleaion 


—$3,361 

Nat'l Rite: 2,595 


$2,310 

NJt'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


6 


36 1 


1 Amt. of child 
1 support collected 
1 for each admin, 
1 dollar spent 


2.57 

Nat'l Rate; 2.93 


2.97 

Nat'l Rati; 3.99 




/ 


21 


34 1 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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I 

s 



i 
I 
I 
I 



Caseload Served by Kentucky Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



300,000 



250,000 



200.000 



150,000 



100,000 



50,000 



242,768 



168,775 




TOTAL 



P*rc«nt incrvaM in IV-0 cawi. If 13 to 1M2: 

Total AFOC Non-AFDC 



ERIC 



0 .Sif ^'utM 



♦767% 
<'M4% 



6 o 



157,074 



141.372 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



101,396 



11,701 




NON-AFDC 



* NJtlonil numbers excludt Guam, Virgin Itltnds and Pu«rto Rico. 



LOUISIANA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 


IMEASURE 


Stata s National KanK 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


24 


31 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


22 


33 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

{ 


UTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


SFOR 




Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# of absent 
parents located 
as a "o 01 
total caseload 


13.4 


20.6 




/ 

w 


22 


26 


\ of cases m 
which agency 
established 
paterniry- 


15.3 


42.5 


/ 




37 


26 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




19 

Nafl Rate: 48% 








44 


% of FY 1 992 
cases needing 
support order 
where Order was 
established 




13.0 








41 




% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


11.7 

Nafl Rate: M.7% 


15.6 

Nit'l Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


29 


40 




Avg. annual 
colleaioo for 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


--$2,204 

Nat'l Rale: 2,595 


$2,286 

Nit'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


34 


37 


Amt. of child 
support colleaed 
for each adnnin. 
dollar spent 


2.00 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


2.74 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


32 


41 





See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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I 

B 
1 
I 
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I 
I 
I 



Caseload Served by Louisiana Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



300,000 



250,000 



200,000 



150,000 



100,000 - 



50,000 



0 



236,143 



140,129 




•J' 



TOTAL 



130,110 



117,500 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



106,396 



22,629 




i-^-jj'--. 

••■7;vis-:i.»-.-:s 



NON-AFDC 



•rcinl lncr...» In lV-0 e.M», 1W3 •« 

Toul AFDC Non-AFDC 



lERiC 



63 



* National numbtrs axciuda Guam, Virgin Itlands and Puerto Rico. 



MAINE 



1 INVESTMENTS: 

1 WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILC SI 


JPPORT 


MEASURE 


9X316 S plaLlOiial r\alm 

FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


12 


19 


1 Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


23 


7 



OUTCOMES: 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEME 

CHILDREN 


NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 1 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# OT absent 
1 0d''epts located 
1 as a 'o 0! 
1 rotal caseload 


7.6 


21.2 


/ 




34 


• 25 


I \ Of cases n 
which agencv 
established 
paiermtv 


23.8 


76.3 


/ 




24 


5 

14 1 


FY 1992 • 

paternity 

perTormance 




57 

Nat'l Rate; 48% 










% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




71.8 








10 


%> or total 
caseload m 
which any 
collection made 


19.8 

Nafl Rate: 14.7% 


21.7 

Nat'I Rate; 18.7% 




/ 


16 


21 


Avg. annual 
collectjon for 
cases w/any 
collection 


$2,240 
Nafl Rate; 2,595 


$2,968 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




31 


17 


Amt. of child 

■ support colleaed 

■ for each adrrno 
1 dollar spent 


3.48 

Nafl Rate; 2.93 


2.96 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


9 


36 



See Appendix fof description of how statistical measures were derived. 



erJc bj 



I 
I 
i 
I 

I 

I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 

E 

I 
I 



Caseload Served by Maryland Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



350,000 



300,000 



250,000 



200.000 



150,000 



100.000 



50.000 



0 



296,942 



±-'~ 



216,935 




TOTAL 



PfCtst lncr«iM m N-O ciMt. 1M3 to m2. 

ToUI AFDC Non-AFDC 



I Qi--; 



ERIC 



♦20 



+95% 



162,578 



147,997 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



134,364 




68,938 ^^^1 




^^^^ 



NON-AFDC 



• National numkxrs txclud* Guam, Virgin Islands and Pu«rto Rico, 



MASSACHUSETTS 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 


MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


4 


13 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


2 


9 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

{ 


lUTCOMES: 
CHILDREN 


HI AoCPIWT 


r crv» wr\iifl 


O rwrv 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
worsenea f 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 

PY 1Qft'^ 

1 T i C700 


Nat'l 
Rank 

FY 1992 


# or absent 
parents located 
as a % or 
total caseload 


1 0.4 


'>9 1 




/ 


10 


■ 22 


ot cases m 
which agencv 
established 
paternttv 


29.5 


35.8 




/ 


18 


31 


FY 1992 • 

paternity 

pertormance 




47 

Nat'l Rate: 4?% 








24 


% or FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




120.0 










% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


24.4 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


20.2 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


10 


24 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


— $4,497 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$4,348 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




3 


2 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


3.65 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


4.18 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


8 


14 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



71 



Caseload Served by Maine Child Support 
Enforcement Agency 



70,000 



60,000 - 



50,000 



40,000 



30,000 - 



20,000 



10,000 




39,185 





TOTAL 



AFDC 



19,939 



871 



NON-AFDC 



P«fc.ot IncrttM In IVO <:••••. to 1M2. 

Tout AFDC Noo-AFDC 



ERIC 




1983 



1992 



• National numbtrt txcludt Guam, Virgin itiandt and Putrto Rico. 



MARYLAND 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


JPPORT 


MCA CI IDC 


Oiaie 9 naliorial lAanK 

FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


26 


26 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


31 


23 



HOW THE CHILD SI 


C 

JPPORT Er 


OUTCOMES 
JFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


* 

ft 

NT AGENCY 


' PERFORW 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


^ Of abs€nl 
parents located 
as a or 
total caseload 


1 z.i 


15.2 




/ 


23 


35 


% ot cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternjtv 


45.8 


46.3 




/ 


8 


19 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




73 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








4 


% ot FY 1992 
rases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




55.4 








13 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
coMeaion made 


19.8 

Nat'l Rate: 14.7\ 


24.9 

Nat'l Rate- 18.7% 


/ 




16 


12 


Avg. annual 
colleaion fof 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


.-$2,529 

Nat'l Rate: 2.595 


$2,968 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




22 


17 


Amt. of child 
support colleaed 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


4.72 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


4.49 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


6 


11 



See Appendix for description of how sUtistical measures were derived. 
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I 



Caseload Served by Massachusetts Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



250,000 



200,000 



150,000 



100,000 - 



50,000 - 



210.594 




TOTAL 



AFDC 



1983 



1992 



CWM IncrtM* In IV-O c«t«». «> 

ToUl AFDC Non-AFDC 



69,846 



18,112 



NON-AFDC 



■■•achuittU 



ERIC 



74 



• National numbtrt txcludt Guam, VUgln Ulnnd* and Puarto Rico. 



MICHIGAN 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


JPPORT 


McASURE 


dtato s National rxanK 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


46 


48 




E Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


33 


49 



I HOW THE CHILD SI 


c 

JPPORT El 


OUTCOMES 
JFORCEM'^ 
CHILDREN 


■ 

NT AGENCY 


' PERFORM 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# of absent 
parents located 
as a % OT 
total caseload 


1 9.0 


10.7 




J 

w 


9 


42 


\ oi cases in 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


78.1 


71.0 




/ 


2 


7 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




66 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








9 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




60.2 








1 1 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
colieaion made 


21.6 

NaCi Rate: 14.7X 


17.6 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


14 


34 


Avg. annual 
colleaioo for 
cases w/any 
collection 


^■$3,092 

Nat'l. Rite: 2,595 


$3,816 

Nat'l. Rate; 2,81 1 


/ 




12 


4 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar speut 


6.62 

Nat'l Rate; 2.93 


8.32 

Nat'l. Rate: 3.99 






2 


2 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 

77, 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 

r o . 

lERLC 



Caseload Served by Michigan Cliild Support 

Enforcement Agency 



1,400,000 



1,200,000 - 



1,000,000 



800,000 



600,000 



400,000 - 



200,000 



1,163.067 



- 577,807 



TOTAL 



857,581 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



Ptront \ncfm in IV -0 catti. 1183 to 1M2: 

Tout AFDC Non-ArOC 



305.486 




NON-AFDC 



7 ti * National numb«r« txcludt Guam. Virgin ittandt and Puerto Rico, 



MINNESOTA 



INVESTMEflTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPrORT 


UC A CI IDC 


^tafd'^ Nationsil Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 

FY 1992 i 


Caseload Per Worker 


6 


5 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 

• 


6 


4 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

{ 


UTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


NT AGENCY 


PERrOKM 


O COD 

S ruK 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


^ Of absent 
parents located 
as a ^0 or 
total caseload 


17.4 


16.1 




/ 


14 


33 


\ oi cases m 
v\hich agencv 
established 
paternity 


36.0 


35.7 




/ 


12 


33 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




55 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 










% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




72.2 










% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
colleaion n-iad€ 


26.5 

Nat'l Rate: 11.0% 


33.6 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




5 


12 1 


Avg. annual 
colleaion for 
cases w/any 
collection 


'-$2,731 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$3,105 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




16 




Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
y doliar spent 


2.59 

Nat'l Rale: 2.93 


4.27 

Nat'l Rate. 3.99 


/ 




19 


12 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



ErJc 7 V 



I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 



I 



I 

I 



Caseload Served by Minnesota Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



200,000 



150,000 - 



100,000 ~ 



50.000 - 




TOTAL 



AFDC 



1983 



1992 



P»fc«ftt irKr«M« in IV-0 c«f#«. to 1f«i: 

Total AFDC Non-AFOC 



NON-AFDC 



^ Minnttota 

ERIC 



^ ^ * Nitionil numbtni txclud* Guim, Virgin Itlindt ind Putrto Rico. 



Mississippi 



WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 



MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


32 


39 i 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 

1 »_ 


45 


48 I 



1 0 
HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Bh 

{ 


lUTCOWESi 
IFORCE^E 
CNILDREM 


NT AOENCY 


PERFOKIh 


o PQK 1 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 

■A. 


Nc'.t'l Rank 

r*" V/ A f^r^*^ 

FY 1983 


Nat'l 1 
Kank 1 
FY 1992 1 


4 oi absent 
parents located 
as a ^'o Of 
'otal caseload 


29.6 


12.6 




/ 


4 




% 01 cases in 
v\hicr? agencv 

1 established 

H pa-ernity 


13.1 


49.0 


/ 




39 

■ 




1 FY 1992 • 
1 pate miry 
1 penormance 




25 

Nat'l Rate: 








1 


1 % of FY 1992 
1 cases needing 
■ support order 
1 where order was 
Q established 




4.7 








47 1 


1 % of total 
caseload m 
which any 
collfiCTion made 


5.4 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


9.3 

NM'I Rate: 18.7% 




/ 




48 1 


Avg. annual 

collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


^-$1,947 

Nat'l Rale: 2,595 


$1,995 

Wat'l Rate: 2.811 




/ 


39 


42 


1 Amt. of child 
1 suppon collected 
1 for each admin. 
1 dollar spent 


1.66 

Nat ! Rata: 2.93 


2.22 

Nat'l Rite: i.S's 




/ 


41 


50 



See Appendix for description of how sUtistical measures were derived. 



9 



I 
I 
I 



Caseload Served by Mississippi Cliild Support 

Enforcement Agency 



300,000 



250,000 



200,000 



150,000 



100,000 



50,000 



260,251 



-.■-rr:r^ 




TOTAL 



177,052 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



83,199 




NON-AFDC 



lp«fC«nt IncfMSt In IV^ to 1992: 

I ToUl AFDC Non-AFDC 



1er|c 



0 



National nijmb«rt txclude Guam, Virgin Ittandt and Puarto Rico. 



MISSOURI 



INVESTMENTS: 
W4AT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 


MEASURc 


btdtO S iMdtlOndl rcariK 

FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


29 


36 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


34 


41 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

{ 


lUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


4 Of aosent 
parents tocateo 
as a ^'o of 
total caseload 


20.6 


38.3 




/ 


8 


13 


% of cases m 
which agency 
established 
patermrv' 


117.2 


101.0 




/ 


1 




FY 1992 
paiernitv 
penornance 




40 

Nat'l Rate; 48% 








33 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
Support order 
where order was 
established 




37.7 








22 


% of total 
caseload m 
which any 
collection made 


3.2 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


19.9 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




51 


26 


Avg annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


—$6,231 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,771 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


1 


21 


1 Amt. of child 
1 support collected 
1 for each admin. 
1 dollar spent 


2.00 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


4.88 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


✓ 




32 


8 



See Appendix for description of how stetistical measures were derived. 



ERIC 



81 



Caseload Served by Missouri Cliild Support 

Enforcement Agency 



350,000 



300,000 



250,000 



200,000 



150,000 



100,000 



50,000 - 



0 



301,959 



127,032 





■ i,S¥l^sli-S'?.--v-' 



TOTAL 



1 84,048 



115,640 i^mM 




AFDC 



117,911 



11,392 i 




NON-AFDC 



1983 



1992 



Ptrctnt incrtatt in IV-D cattt, 1983 to 1992: 

ToUl AFDC Non-AFDC 



S2 



• National numbtri txcluda Guam, Virgin lilands and Putrto Rico. 



MONTANA 



IN 

VYrlni rvCOvyUrvwl 


VESTMENTS: 

=S GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 


MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National R;inlr 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


50 


1 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


50 





HOWTh 


IE CHILD S 


c 

UPPORT El 


)UTCOMES: 
^FORCEMENT AGENCY 
CHILDREN 


^ PERFORW 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'i Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# Of abspnc 
parents located 
as a or 
total caseload 


8.7 


64.0 


J 

w 




30 


7 


'o of cases m 
which agencv 
estadtshed 
paternitv 


1.8 


39.9 


/ 




50 


27 


FY 1992 * 

paternttv 

pertormance 




16 

NafI Rate; 48% 








45 


% or FY 1992 
cases needing 
support ordei 
where order was 
established 




113.5 








4 


% of total 
caseload m 
which any 
collection made 


5.2 

Naf 1 Rate: 14.7% 


24.8 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




46 


13 


Avg. annual 

collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


. -$2,230 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$3,200 

Nat'l Rate: 2,8; 1 


/ 




32 


9 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.14 

Nal'l Rale: 2.93 


2.38 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


30 


46 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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I 
I 

B 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
i 
B 
B 
B 
B 



Caseload Served by Montana Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



35,000 



30,000 



_ 29,604 



25.000 



20,000 



15,000 



10,000 



5,000 




TOTAL 



P«rc«n« incrtaM in IV -0 cams. 1M3 to 1M2: 

TotJl AFDG Non^FDC 



ERIC 



-ontJinf 
nit*d SUM 



.m -(lit ••tut 



S4 



28,616 




4,961 



988 



AFDC 



NON-AFDC 




1983 



1992 



• National numbers excluda Guam, Virgin itlandi and Puarto Rico. 



NEBRASKA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 



MEASURE 


State's Nationai Rank 
FY 1983 


State's Nationai Rank 
FY 1992 


1 Caseload Per Worker 


9 


34 


1 Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


16 


17 



c 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Ef 


OUTCOMES 
ilFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


NT AGENCY 


PERFORW 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


parents: lOcated 
as a % or 
total caseload 


1 z. 1 


o.u 




/ 


24 


• 47 


% or cases tn 
which agency 
established 
paternitv 


12.1 


31.4 




/ 


42 


41 


FY 1992 . 

paternity 

performance 




38 

Nat'l Rate; 48% 








37 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




11.5 








42 


% oi total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


23.0 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


18.8 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


1 1 


31 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


' -$4,163 

Nat'! Rate-. 2,595 


$3,084 

Nat'l Ri.e: 2,811 




/ 


5 


13 


1 Amt. of child 
1 support colleaed 
1 for each admin. 
1 dollar spent 


5.65 

Nat ' Rate: 2.93 


3.54 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


3 


23 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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Caseload Sierved by Nebraska Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



140,000 



120.000 



100,000 



80,000 



60,000 



40,000 



20,000 



0 



114,184 




TOTAL 



35,751 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



78,433 



12,308 ^1 



I 




NON-AFDC 



r 

IE 



>«rc«nt Incrtatt In cattt. 1M3 to 1$92: 

Tout AFDC Non-AFDC 



ERIC 



86 



• National numbtn txcludt Guam, Virgin It lands and Puarto Rico. 



NEVADA 



1 INVESTMENTS: 

1 WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 


1 MEASURE 


dtdto s National irxariK 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


1 Caseload Per Worker 


15 


14 


1 Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


12 


16 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

{ 


UTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


■ 

NT AGEMCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


4 oi absent 
parents located 
as a % oi 
total caseload 


17.6 


28.0 




/ 


12 


16 


% of cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


19.8 


24.3 




/ 


30 


46 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




67 

N,i: 1 Rate: 48% 








7 


% of Pi' 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




47.1 








17 


1 % of total 
1 caseload in 

1 which any 

2 collection made 


25.8 

Nat'l Rate: U.7% 


19.5 

Nat'l Rate: 187H. 




/ 


6 


28 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


-$1,233 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,607 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




50 


26 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


1.62 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


3.06 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




44 


31 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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Caseload Served by Nevada Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



70,000 



60,000 



50,000 



40,000 



30,000 



20,000 



10,000 



0 



63,199 



24,627 ^^^M 




TOTAL 



28,552 



15,928 




AFDC 




1983 



1992 



34,647 



8,699 





NON-AFDC 



^tfctftt IncwM In JV-0 c«Mt. 1113 to 1M2: 

ToUl AFDC Non.AFDC 



lERlC 



• National numb«r» axclud* Guam. Virgin Islands and Pusrto Rico. 



NEW HAMPSHIRE 



1 INVESTMENTS: 

1 WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 


M^SURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


28 


10 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


19 





0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 


lUTCOMES: 
CHILDREN 


IM i /Vwcnwi 




S POR \ 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
worseneQ r 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 

1 T 1 s700 


Nat'l 1 
Rank 

1 AOi I r\ 

FY 1992 


parents located 
as a % of 
total caseload 




10.1 


/ 




44 


■ 43 


% ot cases m 
which agency 
estabttshed 
paternity 


1.8 


19.4 


/ 




50 


49 


1 FY 1992 * 
1 paiernitv 
I performance 




39 

NafI Rate- 48% 








34 


1 % of FY 1992 
1 cases needing 
1 Support order 

where order was 

established 




25.0 








28 


% of tool 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


30.6 

NafI R*e: M.7 


28.6 

NafI Rate; 18.7% 


/ 




3 




Avg annual 

collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


'-$2,357 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,464 

Nat'l Ratt 2,811 




/ 


28 




Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admm, 
dollar spent 


5.29 

NafI Rate: 2.93 


3.26 

NafI Rate: 3.99 




/ 


4 


25 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



I 



I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



Caseload Served by New Jersey Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



700,000 



600,000 



500,000 



400,000 



300,000 



200,000 



100,000 



568,982 




TOTAL 



250,327 



231,296 





AFDC 



1983 P?] 1992 



318,655 



83.036 




NON-AFDC 



Mp*fcftn( Incriatt in IV D catti. 1U3 to 1»92. 

" Tott) AFDC Noo-AFDC 



ERIC 



00 



• National numb«n txclud* Guam, Virgin Itlandt and Put rto Rico. 



NEW MEXICO 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


\OOf\OT 
lrr*\Jt\. i 


MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


51 


26 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


46 


24 



C 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT El^ 


OUTCOMES 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


I 

It 

HI AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


^ or 3Dscnt 
parents :oCdtea 
ds a 'o Of 
total caseload 


1 1 .b 




/ 




25 


19 


% of cases m 
which agency 
establish<;d 
paternity 


17.9 


15.2 




/ 


32 


50 


FY 1992 
paternity 
pertormance 




20 

Nat l Rate: 48% 








43 


^0 or FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




55.5 








12 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
colleaion made 


5.1 

NaCI Rate: 14.7% 


17.2 

Nat'l Rate; 18.7% 


/ 




47 


36 


Avg. annual 

colleaion tor 
cases w/any 
collectton 


^.-$1,696 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$1,943 

Nat'l Rate; 2,81 1 




/ 


41 


43 


Amt. of child 
support colleaed 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


1 .44 

Nat'l Rate; 2.93 


2.30 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


45 


49 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



ERIC 
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I 
I 



I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
a 
I 



Caseload Served by New Mexico Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



100,000 



80,000 - 



60,000 



40,000 



20,000 



0 



74.994 



57,198 




TOTAL 



70,925 



23,992 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



33,206 




4,069 




NON-AFDC 



P*rctnt Incrtttt In IV-0 cattt. 19S3 to 1992: 

Toul AFDC Non-AFDC 



N«w Mtxlco 

ERiC 



92 



• Natlonil numbtni t xciude Guam, Virgin lilaindi tnd Puurto Rico. 



NORTH CAROLSNA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


iPPORT 




State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


16 


41 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


24 


27 



OUTCOMES: 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMEf 

CHILDREN 


4T AGENCY 


PcRrORW 


to 

» rUK 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 

t 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l. 
Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l. 
Rank 
FY 1992 


if ot absent 
parents located 
H as d "'o or 
1 total rase load 


i 7.8 


lb. 1 




/ 


1 1 


17 


1 ""b ot cases 
1 which agency 

estabhsred 

patern.iv 


42.7 


59.7 


/ 

I 




10 


9 


FY 1992 ■ 

paternity 

performance 




50 

Nat'l Rate: ■48% 








22 


-".z of FY 1992 
cases needing 
Support ord«r 
where order was 
established 




53.9 








14 


% of total 
caseload m 
which any 
coHeaion made 


13.1 

Nat'l Ra«e: 14.7% 


19.2 

Nafl Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


24 


30 1 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


'-$2,413 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,365 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


26 


32 1 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.51 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


3.20 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 






22 


27 1 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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i 



Caseload Served by New Hampshire Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



50,000 



40,000 



30,000 



20,000 



10,000 



38,802 




4^^^ 



18,328 




20.474 



10.052 



^^^^^ 





•■:x-rV~-i?r.'- 



TOTAL 



AFDC 



NON-AFDC 



I 



1983 




1992 



P«fctrtt incraMw in IV-0 cw«» 1113 to 1M2: 
•*'oUjI AFDC 



♦202% '1M% 



ERIC 



94 



' National numbtn •xcluda Guam, Virgin Itlandt and Puerto Rico. 



NEW JERSEY 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 



1 MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


11 


18 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


17 


18 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Bh 


lUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 
1 

NT AGENCY 


PERFORW 


S FOR 




Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


H Of aDsent 
parents located 
as a % OT 
total caseload 


8.5 


122.5 


/ 




31 


4 


% of cases m 
which agency 
established 
paiermry 


48.8 


32.3 




/ 


7 


39 


FY 1992 
pate miry 
pertornnance 




N/A 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








N/A 




% or FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order waiS 
established 




53.0 








15 




% of total 
caselo^id in 
which any 
collection ma<ie 


20.1 

Nafl Ra»e: M.7H, 


20.1 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


15 


25 




Avg. annual 
colleoion for 
cases w/any 
collection 


-■$3,189 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$3,255 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


UNCHANGED 


UNCHANGED 


8 


8 




Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


3.97 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


4.02 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




✓ 


7 


15 1 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



Caseload Served by North Carolina Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



400,000 



300.000 



200.000 



100,000 



0 



369,287 




TOTAL 



250,105 




AFDC 



119,182 



20,331 




NON-AFDC 




1983 



1992 



tfc«nt incrtM* in IV-D cm: 1t83 to 1992: 

ToUl AFDC Nofl'AFDC 



lorth C«rollna 



ERIC 



9 3 • National numbtri t xclutlt Guim, Virgin (tlandt and Put rto Rico. 



NEW YORK 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHJLD SUPPORT 


mllMOWrxC 


OXAIG 9 naiiunai r\an9\ 
FY 1983 


oiaie s naiionai KanK 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


21 


28 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


13 


21 



HOWTF 


IE CHILD S 


c 

UPPORT El 


)UTCOMES 
siFORCEME 
CHrLDREN 


« ■ ■ • 


rPERFORW 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# of absent 
parents located 
as a % of 
total caseload 


7.9 


1 3.0 




J 

w 


32 


40 


% of cases jn 
which agency 
established 
paterniry 


24.5 


34.5 




/ 


23 


36 


FY 1992 
patermr/ 
performance 




45 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








26 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




20.6 








32 


% of total 
caseload In 
which any 
colleaion made 


15.4 

Nat'l Rate: t4.7% 


17.7 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


22 


32 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


* -$2,496 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,733 

Nat'l Rate: 2,81 1 


/ 




24 


23 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.02 

Nafl Rate: 2.93 


3.22 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




31 


26 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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Caseload Served by New York Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



1,200,000 



1.000.000 



800,000 



600,000 



400,000 



200,000 



1 ,007,058 




639,338 



.•.>.-J>-V',-l-'>'-> 



TOTAL 



AFDC 




1983 



1992 



P«K«nt InerttM In IV-0 cm**, 1H3 to 1N2: 

ToUl AFDC tkm-AraC 



496,564 




NON-AFDC 



lERlC 



98 



* Nttional numb«r« exclud* Guam, Virgin Itlandt and Put rto Rico. 



NORTH DAKOTA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CH LD SI 


JPPQRT 


lACAQi IDC 


ol9w S Naiiunal iA«inK 

FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


31 


40 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


26 


36 



HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT E> 


OUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 
t 

NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# ot absent 
parents located 
as a % Of 
total caseload 


9.5 


1 6.2 




/ 


27 


32 


% of cases in 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


33.1 


74.1 


/ 




15 


6 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




61 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








12 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




20.4 








„ 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
colleaion made 


9.4 

Nafl Rate: 14.7% 


21.0 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




33 


22 


Avg. annual 
coHeaioo for 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


• -$2,812 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,315 

Nat'l Rate: 2,81 1 




/ 


15 


35 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.19 
Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


3.93 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




27 


17 1 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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Fe 



Caseload Served by North Dakota Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



35,000 



30,000 



25,000 



20,000 



15.000 



10,000 



5.000 



32,129 




mm 



TOTAL 



AFDC 



1983 



1992 



pwcfnt IncfOTtt In IVO ctMt, 1MJ to H92: 

TottI AFDC Nofl-AFDC 



0 




NON-AFDC 



♦ National numbtrt txc(ud« Guam. Virgin Islands and Pu«rto Rico. 



ERIC 



OHIO 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


iPPOKT 


IflCACI IDC 


QfafA^A Mafinnflf Rank 

FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


38 


15 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


40 


31 



HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT 

■{ 


OUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 
k 

NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# 01 absent 
parents located 
as a % oT 
total caseload 


6.4 


1 3.2 


/ 




40 


39 


% of cases in 
whtch agency 
established 
paternity 


25.0 


46.6 


/ 




22 


18 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




44 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








27 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




33.4 








25 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


8.3 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


20.4 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




35 


23 


Avg. annual 
collection fof 
cases w/any 
collectiofi 


* ^1,602 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$3,601 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




44 


5 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


1.76 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


5.35 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




40 


6 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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I 
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I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



Caseload Served by Ohio Child Support 
Enforcement Agency 



1,000,000 



800,000 - 



600,000 



400,000 



200,000 



904,679 



370,587 




TOTAL 



490,334 



414,345 



342,264 



28,323 



AFDC 



NON-AFDC 




1983 



1992 



Tout AFOC Non-AFDC 
♦ 1131% 



102 



ERIC 



• National numbtr* txclude Guam, Virgin Itlandt and Putrto Rico. 



OKLAHOMA 



IN 

WHAT RESOURCI 


VESTMENTS: 

ES GO INTO CHILD St 


iPPORT 


MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


18 


11 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


9 


12 



HOW THE CHILD SI 


C 

JPPORT Er 


OUTCOMES 
JFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


* 

NT AGENCY 


' PERFORM 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


4 ot absent 
parents located 
as a % or 
total caseload 


57.2 


36.5 




J 

w 


2 


14 


% of cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternir/ 


20.9 


21.0 




/ 


26 


48 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




3 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








48 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




21.6 








31 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collf^aion made 


9.3 

Nat'l Rate; 14.7% 


14.9 

Nat'l Rate; 18.7% 




/ 


34 


41 


Avg. annual 
colleaioo for 
- jses w/any 
collection 


• $1,963 

Nat'l Raie: 2.595 


$3,393 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




37 


6 


Amt. of child 
support colleaed 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


.86 

Nat'l Rate; 2.93 


2.69 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




50 


43 



See /appendix for description of how statistical meas':res were derived. 



ERIC 
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Caseload Served by Oklahoma Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



100,000 



80.000 



60,000 



92,156 



40,000 



20,000 



40,207 



TOTAL 



45,998 




AFDC 



7,853 



46,158 




NON-AFDC 




1983 



1992 



f ire^ftt incrMM In IV^ C»»»», 1»W to 1992: 

ToUl AFDC Noo-AFDC 




♦488% 
4>384% 



104 



• Nitional numbtrt t xcludt Guam. Virgin itlandt ind Putrto Rica 



OREGON 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


JPPORT 


UIC A CI IDC 

McASUKc 


otflio S iMaiionai i>ani\ 
FY 1983 


state's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


20 


45 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


14 


42 



OUTCOMES: 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY PERFORMS FOR 

CHILDREN 















Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


D M 1^ 

Improved? 

FY 83-92 


l\ani\ 

Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


FY 1983 


Nat'l 

i ^ CI k 1 

Rank 
FY 1992 


n of absent 
parents located 
as a % of 
total caseload 


27.9 


23.0 




/ 


5 


21 


% of cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternttv 


33.5 


43.6 




/ 


14 


25 


FY 1992 • 

paternity 

perrormance 




42 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








29 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




34.1 








24 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


24.6 

Nafi Rate: 14.7% 


17.7 

Nat'l Rate; 18.7% 




/ 


9 


32 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


' "$2,643 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$3,111 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


18 


11 


Amt. of child 
support colleaed 
for each admin. 

dollar spent 


3.45 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


5.10 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




10 


7 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



ERIC 



105 



I 

I 



Caseload Served by Oregon Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



250,000 



200,000 



195,347 



150,000 



100.000 



82,430 



50,000 



TOTAL 



105,087 




AFDC 



90,260 



' mm" 



NON-AFDC 




1983 



1992 



P*rctnt Incrtttt in IV-0 cMtt, to 1M2: 

ToUl AFDC Non^FDC 



106 



• National numbtr* Qxclud« Guam, Virgin lalanda and Putrto Rico. 



PENNSYLVANIA 



IN 

WHAT RESOURCI 


VESTMENTS: 

ES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 


MEASURE 


state's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


35 


37 


Adminir5''r 'st' ;.',- Expenditure Per Case 


29 


44 



c 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT 


OUTCOMES 
4FORCEME 
CHILDREN 


■ 

NT AGENCV 


' PERFORW 




IS FOR 


1 Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'i Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


H of absen? 
parents located 
as a '*'o ot 
total caseload 


3.9 


6.1 




V 


47 


49 


% of cases in 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


37.4 


47.2 




✓ 


11 


17 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




72 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








6 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




159.1 








2 


% of total 
caseload m 
which any 
collection made 


24.9 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


30.6 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




7 


6 


Avg. annual 
collectior for 
cases w/any 
collectior 


• -$3,158 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$3,057 

Nat'l Rate: 2.81 1 




/ 


10 


15 


Amt. of child 
support collected 

1 for each admin. 

1 dollar spent 


6.65 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


9.27 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


UNCHANGED 


UNCHANGED 


1 


1 



See Appendix for description of how sUtistical measures were derived. 



10 i 



Caseload Served by Pennsylvania Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



1,000,000 



800,000 



600,000 



828,386 



511^697 



400,000 - 



200,000 - 




379,932 



TOTAL 



AFDC 



448.454 




NON-AFDC 




1983 



1992 



ParcAnt Incritii Hi IV-0 cmi. 1»«3 to 1M2: 
Toul AFDC 



Ier|c 



Non^FDC 



108 



* National numbtrt txcludt Guam, Virgin Islands and Putrto Rico. 



RHODE ISLAND 



INVESTMEMTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 



MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


40 


47 


1 Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


35 


25 



HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY PERFORMS FOR 

CHILDREN 



Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat 1 KanK 
FY 1983 


Nat 1 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# of absent 
parents located 
as a % of 
total caseload 


9.3 


17.9 


/ 




28 


27 


% of cases m 
whjch agency 
established 
paiernitY 


20.2 


35.0 




✓ 


28 


34 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




39 

Nat'l Rate; 48% 








34 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




19.9 








36 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


12.6 

Nafl Rate: 14.7% 


8.6 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


25 


51 


Avg. annual 
collection fof 
cases w/any 
colleoion 


'-$2,634 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$3,838 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




19 


3 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


3.36 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


2.31 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


11 


48 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



109 
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I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



Caseload Served by Rhode Island Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



100,000 



80.000 



60,000 



40,000 



20,000 



75,157 



30,458 





TOTAL 



IerIc 



Ptrctnt lr»crt»»t in IV^ cMt«. 1913 to 1992: 

ToUl AFDC Non-AFDC 

PL ' I Island 



39,650 



AFDC 




1983 M 1992 




35,507 




NON-AFDC 



110 

• National numbort exclude Guam. Virgin Istanda and Puarto Rico. 



SOUTH CAROLINA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 


MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


49 


49 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


51 


43 



0 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Eh 

{ 


lUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


■ 

NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


SFOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


4 or absent 
parents located 
as a % of 
total caseload 


16.7 


17.9 




✓ 


1 7 


27 


% of cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


1 9 9 


35.0 




/ 


29 


34 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




39 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








34 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
Support order 
where order was 
established 




16.6 








37 1 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
colleaioo made 


6.0 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


24.1 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




41 


14 


Avg. annual 
colleaion fof 
cases w/any 
colleaion 


'-$1,953 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$1,595 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


38 


51 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.58 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


3.59 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


20 


22 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



Ill 



Caseload Served by South Carolina Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



200,000 



150,000 



100,000 



178,617 



50,000 




0 



TOTAL 




AFDC 



96,684 



1,860 




-IT'. 



NON-AFDC 




1983 



1992 



Ptfc«nt lncr«««« In IV43 c««et. 1»I3 to 1M2: 

ToUl AFDC Non-AFDC 



lERLC 



1 1 fitlonal numbtrt txcludt Guam, Virflin itiandt and Puorto Rico. 



SOUTH DAKOTA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPrQRT 




QfafA'tt Mflfinnal Rank 

FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


34 


28 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


32 


25 



" C 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT E^ 


OUTCOMES: 

a Sift .^^V^Arflff** 

IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 
1 

HT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


4 oi absent 
parents located 
ds a % or 
total caseload 


15.3 


51.1 


/ 




19 


9 


% ot cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternrtv 


8.5 


33.7 


/ 




44 


37 


FY 1992 ' 

paternity 

performance 




60 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








13 


% Of FY 1992 
1 cases needing 
1 support order 
1 where order was 

established 




72.4 








7 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


10.4 

NafI Ra«e: 14.7% 


28.2 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




31 


9 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


- -$2,311 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,449 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


UNCHANGED 


UNCHANGED 


30 


30 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.38 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


4.82 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




26 


10 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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I 
I 
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I 
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I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



Caseload Served by South Dakota Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



25,000 



20,000 



15,000 



10,000 



5,000 



22,971 



16.644 



TOTAL 



15,891 



13,110 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



P«fctnt itKrt^.tt In IV^ CMM. 1M3to 1M2: 

ToUl AFDC Non-AFOC 

ERIC"- 





9,861 












^^^^^ 


753 








NON-AFDC 



114- 



National numbtr* t xcludt Guam, Virgin itiandt and Puarto r<ico. 



TENNESSEE 



INVESTMENTS; 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


JPPORT 


MEASURE 


State s National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


41 


50 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


42 


50 



C 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT 


OUTCOMES: 
JFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 

NT AGENCY 


' PERFORM 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# of absent 
parents located 
as a % of 
total caseload 


6.9 


45.2 


✓ 




38 


■ 1 1 


% of cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternitv 


45.7 


45.4 




/ 


9 


21 


FY 1992 • 

paternity 

pertbrmance 




N/A 

Nat'l Rate; 48% 








N/A 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




43.7 








19 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


12.0 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


11.9 

NafI Rate: 18.7% 




/ 


28 


46 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


• $1,589 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$1,658 

Nat'l Rate: 2,S1 1 




/ 


45 


48 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.71 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


3.87 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


17 


19 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



ERIC 
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I 

I Caseload Served by Tennessee Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 

I 500,000 I 1 



429,170 




PcrCMit loer»M» In IV-D cmm. 1M3 to 1»92: 

ToUl AFOC Non-AFDC 



flf ^uMi ♦^ii'i 1 -1 n • National numbtrt txclud* Guam, Virgin Itlindt tnd Puerto Rico. 

RiC lib 



TEXAS 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 


MEASURE 


State s National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


39 


30 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


28 


27 



OUTCOMES: 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY PERFORMS FOR 

CHILDREN 



Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


parents located 
as a ''o ot 
total caseload 






J 




50 


12 


% ot cases m 
which agency 
established 
paternitv 


2,5 


44.0 


/ 




49 


24 


FY 1992 
paternitv 
performance 




28 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








41 


% of FY 1 992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




13.2 








40 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


4.6 

Nat'l Rate: 14.7% 


12.7 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




49 


45 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


' $3,036 

Nat'l Rate: 2,S9S 


$2,827 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


13 


20 


1 Amt. of child 
1 support collected 
1 for each admin. 
1 dollar spent 


1.19 

Narl Rate: 2.93 


2.53 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




48 


45 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measufcs were derived. 



I 
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E 
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I 
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I 



Caseload Served by Texas Child Support 
Enforcement Agency 



800,000 



600,000 



400,000 



696,761 



200,000 




5 ... 




TOTAL 



iPtrcMt \ncf9— in IV-0 c«m«, 1M3 to 1192: 

ToUl AFDC Non^FDC 



ERIC 



353,056 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



343,705 




88,962 




4«;iBf'!t..i,.:; 



NON-AFDC 



118 



' National numbart axcluda Guam, Virgin lalanda and Puarto Rico. 



UTAH 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO iNTO CHILD SUPPORT 





Qiato s Naxsonai KariK 
FY 1983 


oxaie s National KanK 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


2 


8 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


3 


5 



HOW THE CHILD SI 


c 

JPPORT Er 


OUTCOMES 
4FORCEME 
CHILDREN 


■ 

NT AGENCY 


' PERFORW 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# Of absent 
parents IcKaied 
as a oi 
total caseload 


60.2 


0^ 1 




✓ 


1 
1 


1 H 


or cases 'n 
which agency 
established 
paternity 




56.9 




✓ 


5 


12 


FY 1992 
paternity 
penormance 




57 

Nat'l Rate: 46% 








14 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




72.0 








9 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


18.7 ' 

NafI fUe: U.7 


22.7 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




20 


18 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


' 53,168 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$3,184 

Nat'l Rate: 2,81 1 




/ 


9 


10 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.00 

Nat'l Rate; 2.93 


3.08 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




32 


30 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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Caseload Served by Utah Child Support 
Enforcement Agency 



80,000 



60,000 



72,681 



40,000 



20,000 



32,364 



0 



TOTAL 



48,476 



30,651 VM^T 




AFDC 



1,713 



24,205 




NON-AFDC 




1983 



1992 



Ptrccfrt incran* in iV-O cut*. 1MJ to 1992: 

ToUl AFDC Non-AFOC 



J SUtM 



JiJSt ♦llSS *J3l4% 1 P 0 * National numbtr* txcludt Guam, Virgin Islands and Putrto Rico. 



VERMONT 



1 IN 

1 WHAT RESOURCI 


VESTMENTS: 

=S GO INTO CHILD SI 


JPPORT 


1 MEASURE 


State's Natic .al Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


7 


6 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


18 


3 



c 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Er 


OUTCOMES 
JFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


* 

NT ACENCV 


' PERFORW 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 

Rank J 
FY 1992 


# or absent 
parents located 
as a % or 
toiai caseload 


4.1 


141.9 


✓ 




46 


2 


% oi cases >n 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


27.7 


44.2 




✓ 


21 


22 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




62 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








1 1 


% oi FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order wa$ 
established 




20.4 








33 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


24.7 

NafI Rate: 14.7% 


40.3 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7\ 


/ 




a 


1 


Avg. annual 
collection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


* -$1,648 

NatM Rate: 2,595 


$1,927 

Nat'l Rate: 2,611 




/ 


42 


45 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.95 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


2.82 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


14 


40 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 



ERIC 



121 



Caseload Served by Vermont Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 

20,000 I ■ 




VIRGINIA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IrrUKI 


KJCAOI IDC 

McASURc 


Qfafo'« Mafinn^l Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


23 


23 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


48 


13 



OUTCOMES: 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY PERFORMS FOR 

CHILDREN 



Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1 992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


INal 1 rvaRK 

FY 1983 


Nat'l 

Rank 
FY 1992 


4 ot absent 
parents located 
as a ot 
total caseload 


5 0 


16.4 


/ 




43 


31 


% ot cases m 
which agency 
established 
patern«T\' 


14.1 


70.7 


/ 




38 


8 


FY 1992 
paternity 
perrormance 




48 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








23 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
1 support order 
H where order was 
1 established 




173.9 








1 


B % of total 
B caseload m 

which any 

collection made 


7.9 

Narl Rate: 14.7% 


22.9 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 






36 


17 


Avg. annual 
coilection for 
cases w/any 
collection 


'-$1,270 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,151 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




49 


39 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


1.78 

NalM Rate: 2.93 


2.90 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




39 


37 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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Caseload Served by Virginia Chiid Support 

Enforcement Agency 



350,000 



300,000 



250,000 - 



200,000 



150,000 



100,000 



50,000 




TOTAL 



Ptrctnt Incrtttt In lV-0 <:«••, 1»I3 to 1t92: 

ToUl AFOC Non^FDC 

ERIC 



150.026 



,i.,:>'=ii;:*iJ.Ti?.7» ii... 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



144,122 



4,183 




^^^^ 



NON-AFDC 
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• National numbtn txcluda Guam. Virgin Islands and Putrto Rico. 



WASHINGTON 



IN 

WHAT kESOukCi 


VESTMENTS: 


IDDAPT 


MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


1 


3 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


1 


2 



■ ^ c 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT El 


OUTCOMES: 
IFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


1 . ' . 
1 

NT AGENCY 


PERFORM 


S FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


4 Of absent 
parents located 
as a % of 
total caseload 


1 4.5 


1 0 0 £L 
1 JJ.O 


/ 




20 


• 3 


% of cases in 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


15.7 


53.1 


/ 




35 


13 


FY 1992 • 

paternity 

performance 




67 

Nat'l Rate: 46% 








7 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




75.5 








5 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection mad€ 


31.9 

Nat'l Rate: 14.7% 


33.7 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


UNCHANGED 


UNCHANGED 


2 


2 


Avg. annual 
collection fof 
cases w/any 
collection 


* -$2,718 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$2,935 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


17 


18 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.45 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


3.29 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 




/ 


23 





See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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Caseload Served by Washington Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



300,000 



250.000 



200,000 - 



150,000 - 



100,000 



50,000 - 




TOTAL 



AFDC 



NON-AFDC 



1983 




1992 



lERlC 



Ptrc«nt IncrtM* In IV^ c»Mt, 1M3 to 1M 2; 

ToUl AFDC Noo-AFDC 
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• National number* txcludt Guam. Virgin Itlandt and Putrto Rico. 



WEST VIRGINIA 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SI 


IPPORT 


MEASURE 


State's National Rank 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


14 


7 


1 Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


38 


14 



HOWTH 


■ ' C 

E CHILD SUPPORT Efr 

< 


mrCOMES: 
IPORCEME 
CHILDREN 


NT AGENCY 


' PERFORM 


SPOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# or absent 
parents located 
as a % or 
total caseload 


7.2 


24.2 


✓ 




J / 




\ of cases m 

wniLn dgciicy 

estabttshed 
paternity 


1 1 A 
1 1 .D 








43 


29 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




85 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








1 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




16.2 








39 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


5.3 

Nifl Rate: 14.7 


19.5 

NafI Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




44 


28 


Avg, annual 
collection fof 
cases w/any 
collection 


* "$2,1 69 

Nat'l Rate; 2,59S 


$2,576 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




35 


28 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admm. 
dollar spent 


1.35 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


2.98 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




46 


33 



See Appendix for description of how stotistical measures were derived. 
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Caseload Served by West Virginia Cliild Support 

Enforcement Agency 



80,000 



60,000 



40,000 



20,000 



0 



70,908 



42,456 






TOTAL 



P«re«nt tnen— In IV-0 e—n. HM to 1992: 

ToUl AFDC NonAFDC 



57,556 



34.486 




AFDC 



1983 t 



1992 



13,352 




NON-AFDC 



l2d ' NatloMi nutnb«r» txclud* Guam, Virgin Ulandt and Putrto Rico. 



ERIC 



WISCONSIN 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHJLD SI 


JPPORT 


imC A CI IDC 


buito s National KanK 
FY 1983 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


22 


38 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


10 


38 



HOW THE CHILD SI 


C 

LiPPORT Ef 


>UTCOMES 
tIFORCEME 
CHILDREN 


KT AGENCV 


' PERFORW 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


Nat'l 
Rank 
FY 1992 


parents 1 orated 
as a \ ot 
total caseload 


y . 1 


8.6 




/ 


29 


46 


% Of cases m 
which agencv' 
established 
paternitv 


49.5 


84.6 


/ 




6 


3 


FY 1992 
paternitv 
performance 




72 

Nat'l Rate; 48% 








2 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




24.9 








29 


% of total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


23.0 

Natl Rate: 14.7 


31.3 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




11 


5 


Avg. annual 
collection fof 
cases w/any 
collection 


' -$2,405 

Nat'l Rate: 2,595 


$812 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 


/ 




27 


6 


Amt. of child 
support colleaed 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.71 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


6.83 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




17 


3 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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Caseload Served by Wisconsin Cliild Support 

Enforcement Agency 



400,000 



300,000 



200,000 



100,000 - 



361 ,529 




TOTAL 



228,888 




AFDC 



132.641 






NON-AFDC 



1983 



1992 



•rcant lncr»«tf in IV-0 c*m«, 1M3 to 1992: 

ToUl AFDC Non-AFDC 



ErIc 



130 • National numbara axclud* Guam. Virgin Itlanda and Puarto Rico. 



WYOMING 



INVESTMENTS: 
WHAT RESOURCES GO INTO CHILD SUPPORT 



MEASURE 


State's National Rank 

FY 13S3 


State's National Rank 
FY 1992 


Caseload Per Worker 


25 


2 


Administrative Expenditure Per Case 


36 


47 



c 

HOW THE CHILD SUPPORT Er 


OUTCOMES 
4FORCEME 
CHILDREN 


NT AGENC\ 


' PERFORM 


IS FOR 


Measure 


FY 1983 


FY 1992 


Rank 
Improved? 

FY 83-92 


Rank 
Worsened? 

FY 83-92 


Nat'l Rank 
FY 1983 


NafI 
Rank 
FY 1992 


# of ab^^ent 
parents located 
as a % of 
total caseload 


26.1 


178.1 


/ 




6 


1 


% of cases in 
which agency 
established 
paternity 


6.3 


225.9 


/ 




45 


1 


FY 1992 
paternity 
performance 




77 

Nat'l Rate: 48% 








3 


% of FY 1992 
cases needing 
support order 
where order was 
established 




20.2 








35 


% oi total 
caseload in 
which any 
collection made 


10.0 

Naf 1 Rate: 14.7 


22.3 

Nat'l Rate: 18.7% 


/ 




32 


20 


Avg. annual 
collection fof 
cases w/any 
collection 


' -$2,628 

Nat'l Rate; 2,595 


$1,936 

Nat'l Rate: 2,811 




/ 


20 


44 


Amt. of child 
support collected 
for each admin, 
dollar spent 


2.72 

Nat'l Rate: 2.93 


4.87 

Nat'l Rate: 3.99 


/ 




15 


9 



See Appendix for description of how statistical measures were derived. 
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Caseload Served by Wyoming Child Support 

Enforcement Agency 



30.000 



25,000 



20,000 



15,000 



10.000 



5,000 



25,949 




TOTAL 




Ptrctnt incr«M« in IV-0 cm«». 1M3 to 1192: 
I ^ Totol AFDC Nofi-AFDC 



ERIC 



1.32 



18,247 




AFDC 



1983 



1992 



7702 




NON-AFDC 



• National numb«r« txclud. Guam, Vlrflin lalandi and Puarto Rico. 
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